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ABSTRACT
PRINCIPALS AND TEACHER LEADERS CO-CONSTRUCTING THEORIES IN
PRACTICE: EMPOWERMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY EXCHANGED
THROUGH SCHOOL LEADERSHIP
Janet Clark Hurt
May 8, 2008
The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which the principal and
teacher leaders at four purposefully selected schools collaboratively developed theories in
practice related to the exchange between empowerment and accountability envisioned by
education reform writers. The researcher posited that the tradeoff between empowerment
and responsibility envisioned by policymakers would never occur without the principal
and teacher leaders forming a consensus-building group and co-developing theories in
practice as the basis for improving schools.
Two research questions guided this investigation: (a) To what extent were
principal espoused theories in practice and modeled behaviors congruent and (b) To what
extent did the principal and teacher leaders co-develop theories in practice related to the
trade-off between empowerment and accountability.
The researcher used a qualitative, multiple case study design to examine theories
in practice at four purposefully selected schools. Data were collected by interview,
observation, document mining, and norm checklist. The researcher conducted semistructured interviews with six teacher leaders and the principal at each site. A focus group
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comprising four teachers assisted the researcher in clarifying the wording on the norm
checklist at each school. The researcher coded and categorized until a saturation point
was reached.
Findings indicated that the principal influenced, to a great extent, the codeveloped theories in practice of teacher leaders and the principals. Many commonalities
surfaced in this study among and between principal theories in practice and among and
between principal and teacher leader co-developed theories in practice. The four most
common themes comprising the collective theories in practice were: (a) building
relationships, (b) focusing on students as a priority, (c) making collective decisions, and
(d) accepting responsibility for school-wide outcomes.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
A shift in the roles and responsibilities of school principals emerged from
education reforms of recent decades. Reformers knew that principals had to stop viewing
their authority as power over people and embrace it, instead, as power over the
accomplishments and achievements of organizational goals (Sergiovanni & Moore,
1989). By giving away power, principals empowered teachers and gained power through
the creation of teacher leaders, forming leadership density in schools (Meyers, 1971).
According to Murphy and Datnow (2003), "... it is the principal who occupies the
position to bring teacher leadership to life" (p. 266).
Empowering teachers to create teacher leadership is not a new idea. Over 20 years
ago, the Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy (1986) wrote that empowered
teachers would contribute significantly to school improvements. For continued school
improvement, according to Fullan (1994), teacher leadership is essential. Teacher leaders
do not always have titles; rather, they are defined through leadership acts and can have
formal or informal leadership roles (O'Hair & Reitzug, 1997). Formal roles can include
serving on school councils and committees as well as serving as department chairs and
team leaders, to name a few (Center for Comprehensive School Reform and
Improvement, 2005). Informal roles encompass teachers whose expertise or advice is
sought. Regardless of whether the roles of teacher leaders are formal or informal, one
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could surmise that a collective vision is more likely to develop when they and the
principal focus their attention on improving student outcomes.
Background of Study
In 1983, the National Commission on Excellence in Education (NCEE) published
a report called A Nation at Risk: An Open Letter to the American People (NCEE, 1983).
The report warned that, unless the education system improved, the United States would
lose its global superiority. Calling for national education reform, the publication of the
report set into motion a ripple effect that resulted in a plethora of subsequent education
reforms.
Within the same decade that the A Nation at Risk report was released, several
organizations also published reports on the state of American schools. In 1986, the
Holmes Group published a report called Tomorrow's Teachers: A Report to the Holmes
Group, and the Carnegie Forum for Education and Economics Task Force released its
report called A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21s' Century. Both reports provided a
multiplicity of recommendations that shared many commonalities, including the need to
improve the quality of educators serving in American schools.
Three years later in 1989, governors from across the United States gathered for a
summit to develop strategies for education reform (Elmore in Gordon, 2003). When they
emerged, Secretary of Education Lamar Alexander suggested an exchange of discretion
for results and called it a "horse trade" (p. 26). According to Elmore, decentralization
came from the governors' summit as the idea that government regulates and rewards
higher student achievement and that school-level educators produce results. State
education reform policies began reflecting more school-level empowerment coupled with
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accountability components that focused on higher student achievement. These policies
pushed more of the decision making and accountability to the school level and away from
district offices and state departments of education.
The policy trade-off of empowerment for accountability was brought to life in
Kentucky in 1990 through state education reform. As a result of a lawsuit that alleged
inequities in the existing education system, state legislators passed the Kentucky
Education Reform Act (KERA, 1990). KERA mandated decentralization through the
establishment of school councils (Kentucky Department of Education, n.d.) and breathed
life into the governors' empowerment for accountability trade. Kentucky required that
school councils, comprised of teachers, the principal, and parents, adopt policies
specifically focused on increasing student achievement. To prepare educators for the shift
from hierarchical, top-down leadership to a more vertical school-level leadership, school
council members participated in mandated state department of education trainings
designed to address policy adoption, open meeting laws, school council composition and
elections, and by-law development. Following these trainings, principals chaired school
councils and were charged with facilitating collaborative decision making.
Conspicuously lacking in state department of education trainings was preparation
for principals in converting the structural changes from the law into corresponding
changes in organizational norms. Even without adequate training, prior experience, or
skills in sharing power and facilitating the growth of teacher leadership, the law
mandated that principals establish school councils, chair the meetings, and share
decision-making authority (Kentucky Department of Education, n.d.). Therefore,
principals implemented the structures required in the law by establishing school councils;
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however, these councils teetered precariously on an implicit assumption embedded in
education reform that principals already possessed the skills and cognitive abilities to
empower teachers and lead change.
Accountability from education reform exerted pressure on principals. In addition
to mandating the establishment of school councils, KERA included an accountability
component that required schools to meet predetermined and unique achievement goals
derived from baseline assessment data at each school. These test results linked directly to
rewards and sanctions. Although students were assessed annually, progress toward goals
was calculated biennially (Kentucky Department of Education, 2005).
The No Child Left Behind Act of2001 (NCLB), placed another layer of
accountability on Kentucky schools in reading and mathematics and for targeted groups
of students such as those with limited English language proficiency and disabilities.
NCLB brought its own sanctions to schools that failed to make adequate yearly progress
(AYP) on annual assessments (NCLB, 2005). Both NCLB and KERA, however, shared a
common mandate that all students perform at a proficient level by the year 2014
(Kentucky Department of Education, 2005; NCLB, 2005).
Education reformers traded accountability for decentralization of power and
provided a springboard for the establishment of school councils (KERA, 1991; NCLB,
2001). Reform, coupled with its rigorous accountability, increased pressure on schools to
advance student learning. As a result, the role of the principal increased in complexity as
it changed from pre- and early-reform manager to a newly reformed instructional leader
who effectively implemented reform initiatives (e.g., school-based decision making,
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state-mandated curriculum and assessment). Principals were asked to perform duties and
exhibit skills and knowledge for which they were unprepared (Levine, 2005).
The evolving role of the principal called attention to and highlighted the need to
reform the screening process, selection criteria, and curriculum used by university
education administration preparatory programs. Leaders in the field of education
administration called for restructuring and recommended action steps. They suggested
using more rigorous selection criteria to create a more highly qualified pool of principal
candidates and recommended restructuring the curriculum to merge theory and practice
through partnerships between universities and districts (Keedy, 2005; Levin, 2005).
As reform swept through the fabric of every public elementary and secondary
school, university education administration programs, in essence, continued to serve as
the gatekeepers for future principal candidates. Concurrently, researchers noted an everdeepening complexity in principal roles. Knowles argued that those responsible for
university principal preparation programs must ask themselves if they are doing enough
to ensure that prospective principals are equipped to address the academic imperative of
education reform (Knowles in Gordon, 2003). "With increasing demands upon schools
and the rising education levels of education's clients come requirements not only for
well-trained administrators, but for well-educated and intellectually strong leaders"
(Keedy & Achilles, 2001, p. 89). Yet a consensus existed over the failure of principal
preparation programs to maintain alignment with the ever-changing roles and higher
expectations placed upon school leaders (Fenwick, 2000).
Even as the screening process, the admission standards, and the curriculum used
in principal preparation programs changed little, education reform demanded more
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qualified principals (Levine, 2005). Reform forced principals to evolve from managers of
people to facilitators of empowerment and school improvement (KERA, 1991). While
many researchers (Blase & Blase, 1999; 2001; Cotton, 2003; Marzano, Waters, &
McNulty, 2005) reported that principals were an important part of student achievement,
standards in the selection criteria used by most universities to admit students to principal
preparation programs remained substandard and the screening process remained
inadequate (Creighton & Jones, 2001; Keedy & Grandy, 1999; Levine, 2005).
Principals have influence in many areas of school improvement. One
responsibility of the principal in a reform environment, for instance, is to teach teachers
how to operate effectively in a changing society (Beck & Murphy, 1993). Several
researchers noted that a principal modeling leadership qualities was an effective teaching
method to facilitate change in teachers (Barile, 2003; Leithwood, 1994).
Keedy and Achilles (1997) and Keedy (2005) suggested that school principals
who developed theories of practice of their own could be catalysts to facilitate change in
schools. Argyris and Schon (1974) described how theories in practice used a system of
continuous loops encompassing inquiry, testing, and learning. Keedy and Achilles
contended that theories in practice uncover and influence normative thinking, thus
helping to fuse the rift between espoused beliefs, values, and assumptions and
corresponding actions and behaviors. To meet these high standards, principals needed the
intellectual capacity to align their own espoused theories with their actions before they
modeled and led others (1997). "If we scratch the surface of educational practice ... we
find, not universal natural laws, but beliefs and values" (Grundy, 1987, p. 7). These
values and beliefs should manifest in the minds and in the actions of principals.
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Conceptualizing the Research Problem
For the past 20 years, KERA and NCLB mandated that schools decentralize to
improve student achievement (KERA, 1990). In Kentucky, education reform forced the
establishment of empowering structures such as school councils and leadership
committees. According to Keedy and Achilles (1997), however, mere implementation of
organization structures does little to forge key relationships in schools related to
enhancing the school culture and changing school norms. Although reform secured
changes in structural thinking, it failed to address the needed changes in normative
thinking that would help build essential relationships in schools such as principal-teacher,
teacher-teacher, and teacher-student (Keedy, 1991). According to Keedy and Simpson
(2002), these relationships failed to evolve. In fact, an observer could surmise that
principals generally retained their power and simply dictated policies to school councils,
relegating them to rubber stamping entities that failed to challenge existing norms.
Researchers noted that principals (Marzano et al., 2005) and teacher leaders
(Conley & Muncey, 1999) were important to school improvement. Simply
acknowledging their importance, however, did not guarantee that all or most
schools were led by principals who empowered teachers, who cultivated teacher
leadership, and who collaborated with teacher leaders to increase instructional capacity.
Reform writers typically operated under the assumption that principals and
teacher leaders already possessed the cognitive abilities, experiences, and complex
problem-solving skills necessary to meet the goals established in NCLB and KERA. Also
embedded in education reform was the false assumption that principals already
understood and used theories in practice to develop and nurture instructional capacity in
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teacher leaders (KERA, 1990; NCLB 2001). Instructional capacity in schools, however,
has not increased fast enough to ensure that students reach a proficient level of
performance by 2014 (Konz, 2007).
Levine (2005) publicly called for a change in the screening process and selection
criteria used by university education administration programs to admit principal
candidates. He found that the screening process generally did not include individual
interviews, which could have provided insight into candidates' personal theories of
practice and the beliefs they embraced about empowering teachers. Given that
universities serve as primary gatekeepers to the future pool of principal candidates, the
selection criteria used by principal preparation programs becomes paramount. The low
standards used in the selection criteria for admitting principal candidates does little to
ensure that the best and brightest become principals. In addition, the lack of personal
interviews as part of the screening process limits the information that might be gained
about candidates" predisposition for empowering teachers as leaders.
Reform unfolding in U.S. public elementary and secondary schools has not been
mirrored at the university level in principal training programs. Critics of university-based
principal preparation programs postulated that there were few opportunities for principal
candidates to solve complex problems, to examine diverse perspectives, and to explore
dimensions of information within the existing principal preparation curriculum (Hart,
Bredeson, & Marsh, 1996; Silver, 1975). Other concerns emerged that related to the
abilities, knowledge, and intellectual capacities of the principal (Keedy, 2005).
Principals and teacher leaders are in difficult positions of being held accountable
for student achievement without having the training or experiences that would allow them
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to take advantage of the empowerment for accountability exchange. Reformers have
nudged schools in the right direction; however, they failed to address principal abilities
and university training (Levine, 2005). Reform writers also neglected to address the need
for principals to value teacher leaders as partners in collectively improving schools
(Keedy & Achilles, 1997).
Both NCLB and KERA are pressuring schools to improve outcomes. Principals
and teacher leaders should engage in reflective practices and work together to theorize
about the changes needed to improve schools (Keedy & Achilles, 1997). Without
consensus building, it is improbable that a sense of collective empowerment will increase
instructional capacity. To move from structural thinking to the corresponding changes in
normative thinking, each "foxhole" must be emptied of its occupant so that principals and
teacher leaders collectively form decision-making entities, use theories in their practices,
and accept responsibility for each decision. In this way, the school truly becomes the
"center for inquiry" responsible for improving student learning.
Keedy and Achilles (1997) suggested that principals and teacher leaders theorize
about instructional improvements using "why, what," and "how" questions. Their
conceptual model shown in Figure 1 operationalized the empowerment-for-accountability
trade-off envisioned by then U.S. Department of Education Secretary Lamont Alexander
in 1989. Their model demonstrates that the principal and teacher leaders should
collectively engage in critical inquiry by querying "why," which involves critiquing
existing and formulating new assumptions about school improvement. To address the
"what" question, principals and teacher leaders should respond to new or emerging
assumptions through the development of a "contextual mindset," which provides logic to
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the reform structures of school councils (p. 15). Finally, asking "how" propels normative
change to occur and involves monitoring the change process. By doing so, a collective
group might implement change designed to impact instructional capacity and collectively
monitor its effectiveness. Implicit in Keedy and Achilles's conceptual model was the idea
that when decisions are monitored for outcomes, acceptance of responsibility for
resulting consequences inherently reconceptualizes school norms.
Constructing a Theory in Practice

Operationalizing a Theory in Practice

Figure 1. Theorizing about the practice of school restructuring
©Keedy and Achilles (1997)

Former Kentucky Commissioner of Education Gene Wilhoit identified important
issues facing schools for improving the work climate (Keedy & McDonald, 2007). Norms
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emerging from previous research (Keedy, 1991; Keedy & Achilles, 1997; Keedy &
Simpson, 2002) aligned to issues that Commissioner Wilhoit believed would improve
school outcomes: (a) making the curriculum more engaging for students (norms
regarding teacher-student relationships); (b) instituting teacher examination of student
work as a basis for classroom instructional decisions (norms associated with teacherteacher relationships), and those issues most apropos to this study; and (c) promoting
shared decision making around student classroom needs (norms related to teacherprincipal relationships). Because state education agencies helped establish collaborative
norms through interactions with teacher leaders, principals, district administrators, and
reform groups, Keedy and McDonald postulated that "flatter" organizational structures
were needed. They also acknowledged that flatter organizational structures might run
counter to the education policy of recent reforms.
Principals cannot improve instructional capacity alone; they need teacher leaders
(McDonald, 2005). Without principals and teacher leaders collectively agreeing on the
reason for change, it is unlikely that a sense of collective empowerment will increase
instructional capacity. Research and theories suggest that when principals are undertrained, inexperienced, or unwilling to share power, it is doubtful principals and teacher
leaders will facilitate the improvements needed to meet all of the required achievement
goals. Without effective models, school councils might remain an exercise in
bureaucracy. Principals might fail to form those important professional relationships with
teacher leaders - where collectivity exemplifies decentralization, which brings to life
the empowerment and accountability exchange.
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A conceptual model of an interactive, two-way flow of influence between the
principal and teacher leaders that operationalizes the empowerment for accountability
exchange is depicted in Figure 2. This model shows the principal and teacher leaders
engaging in theories in practice. A collective sense of responsibility would emerge from
principals and teacher leaders asking the why, what, and how questions from the Keedy
and Achilles (1997) conceptual model. Research questions for this study emerged from
each step in the conceptual model and are shown in Figure 2.

Research Problem
The research problem emerging from this analysis concludes, that if principals
and teacher leaders cannot conceptualize what needs to change (why and how), how can
schools genuinely change in deeply-ingrained normative way? How can schools improve
instructional capacity in meeting policy demands of KERA and NCLB? Observers could
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surmise that principals will continue to dictate, and school councils will continue to
"rubber stamp" decisions. The trade-off between empowerment and accountability will
not equal the collectivity of the school envisioned by reformers.
Purpose of the Study
The researcher assessed the extent to which the principal and teacher leaders at
four purposefully selected schools within the Green River Regional Educational
Cooperative (GRREC) collaboratively developed theories in practice related to
instructional improvement. These theories in practice presumably were grounded in the
policy trade-off between school empowerment and accountability, resulting in a sense of
collective responsibility for developing instructional capacity to achieve academic
success with all learners.
Rationale for the Study
With KERA and NCLB increasing pressure on schools to improve student
achievement, examining the extent to which principals and teacher leaders used reflective
practices was important. To guide the professional growth of principals and teacher
leaders and to assist schools in moving beyond the mere structures of reform mandates,
such as the establishment of school councils, principals and teacher leaders needed good
models of practitioners whose assumptions or beliefs about empowerment led to
increased instructional capacity.
Research Questions
Figure 2, as shown earlier in this chapter, demonstrates how empowerment is
operationalized through an interactive flow of influence between the principal and
teacher leaders. As illustrated in this figure, each research question was derived from a
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step in this conceptual model. It is hypothesized that if the flow of influence is interactive
and collective and if the principal and teacher leaders merge theories in practice, then
instructional capacity will increase. This study has two questions:
1. To what extent does congruency exist between principal espoused theories in
practice and principal modeled behaviors related to empowerment?
2. To what extent do principals and teacher leaders co-develop clear theories in
practice grounded in the policy trade-off between empowerment and
accountability?
Significance of the Study
This study is significant for several reasons: (a) educational leadership programs
could benefit from these findings, (b) the findings could inform the hiring criteria used by
individuals or committees to select new principals, (c) the findings could provide models
of how effective principals think and how they fuse theories in practice and empower
teachers, (d) districts could use these findings to design professional development and to
mentor new and experienced principals and teacher leaders, and (e) this study could
extend Keedy and Achilles' (1997) conceptual model of educators as they theorize about
their practices.
First, educational leadership programs could benefit from these findings because
they typically serve as the gatekeepers of future principal candidates. These programs
have established screening processes and selection criteria that are used for admitting
students into the principal preparation programs. Students graduating from these
programs are deemed qualified to lead school improvement efforts and to implement
education reform effectively, yet few screening processes include a personal interview
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with students that could help ascertain students' espoused theories in practice. The
findings from this study can help university principal preparation programs identify the
cognitive attributes associated with effective principals and adjust screening processes
and selection criteria accordingly. These adjustments can help identify students with the
most potential to lead schools and illuminate some models of thinking and cognitive
abilities used by practicing principals to fuse theory into practice. In addition, universities
frequently provide mentoring and professional development to practicing principals;
therefore, these findings could guide the design and delivery of training available to
practitioners. Once candidates are selected, the training provided by universities must be
congruent with the needs of practicing principals. Principals need the knowledge and
skills to merge research with practice and to engage in reflective practices.
Second, the findings from this study could assist individuals or committees in the
development of selection criteria when hiring new principals. In the past, state
departments of education and districts served as the top of the hierarchical structure in
public education; in Kentucky, reform changed the chain of command. It decentralized
decision making and placed more authority at the school level. Legislators in Kentucky
took the responsibility for hiring school principals from superintendents and assigned that
authority to school councils or principal selection committees. Historically, researchers
have postulated that principals were an essential element in school improvement, which
makes the responsibility of hiring a principal extremely important to the future of a
school. Sweeney (1982) posited that effective schools had effective leaders, and McEwan
(1998) affirmed that the leadership ability of the principal was the variable that always
emerged as critically important. The leadership abilities examined in this study
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encompassed empowering teacher leaders, aligning espoused theory with ensuing
actions, and possessing intellectual savvy. Articulating cognitive attributes and theories in
practice of effective principals could assist school councils and hiring committees in the
screening, interviewing, and hiring of a new principal.
Third, models from this study depicting how intelligent principals embedded
theories in practice in their own work and facilitated that for others could provide
principals with exemplars of effective thinking and practices. As a matter of routine,
teachers share effective strategies with one another. Principals, on the other hand,
frequently work in isolation from other principals. Separated geographically and by time
barriers, the lack of collaboration typically associated with the role of the principal limits
the learning and sharing among practitioners. Principals need models of effective
thinking and of practices that empower teachers and close the schism between theory and
practice. The findings from this study could provide models of how successful principals
think through problems, make decisions, and empower teachers, as well as how they
strive to heal the rift between espoused theories and corresponding actions.
Districts could use these findings when developing strategies for principal
professional growth. Principals lack training and guidance in how to empower and lead
teachers in high stakes accountability environments. Levine (2005) argued that many
principals are unprepared because they ".. .were appointed to and educated for jobs that
do not exist any longer" (p. 12). Establishing the structures of school councils,
committees, and leadership teams does not guarantee similar changes in organizational
norms or in the behaviors of its members. The same education reform that exchanged
decentralization for accountability embraced the ingenerate assumption that principals

16

have the abilities and knowledge necessary to lead change, and that they have access to
the training needed to lead staff to a level where structural and normative thinking merge.
The findings from this study could help districts and other support organizations design
professional development that assists principals in retooling their skills and strategies to
effectively meet the demands of education reform, thereby improving schools.
Fourth, the findings from this study could extend the conceptual model developed
by Keedy and Achilles (1997) in which principals and teacher leaders theorize about their
practices to change schools (Figure 1). Keedy and Achilles believed that normative
thinking developed when staffs engaged in critical inquiry and monitored the change
process. The results from this study could demonstrate how the policy trade-off between
empowerment and accountability redefines school norms and relationships when this
model is effectively implemented.
Definition of Terms
To facilitate a mutual understanding of this research, a common vocabulary of
important terms is necessary.
Accountability in School Reform
Accountability, according to Eisner (1994), is "largely defined in terms of testing"
(p. 200). However, in this study, accountability encompasses more than assessment
scores. It includes the collective acceptance of responsibility for the positive or negative
consequences from decisions made collectively by the principal and teacher leaders.
Adequate Yearly Progress
Adequate yearly progress (AYP) refers to the annual student achievement
measured by accountability assessments and used to determine whether schools and
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districts met predetermined achievement goals in mathematics and reading (NCLB,
2001). There are three major components of AYP, one of which indicates that schools
must meet annual measurable goals based on assessment results. Schools that do not meet
adequate yearly progress goals for two consecutive years in the same subject areas or in
closing the achievement gap for subgroup populations (e.g., minorities, limited English
proficiency) incur sanctions such as allowing families a choice of which school to attend
within the same district or in another district if there are no in-district options and the
potential loss of federal funding.
Collective

Responsibility

According to Mellema (2006), collective responsibility refers to "... a collective
[group of people] consisting of two or more human beings ... who ... bear moral
responsibility for a state of affairs" (p. 168). Based on the work of Keedy and Achilles
(1997), collective responsibility occurs when the principal and teacher leaders act as one
and accept ownership for consequences arising from their collaborative decisions.
Commonwealth Accountability Testing System
The Commonwealth Accountability Testing System (CATS) is the testing system
used by the Kentucky Department of Education. The tests included in CATS are the
Kentucky Core Content Test, a nationally norm-referenced test; the California Test of
Basic Skills Version Five Survey Edition (CTBS/5); writing portfolios and prompts; and
the alternate portfolio for students with severe to profound disabilities (Kentucky
Department of Education, 2005). CATS is a long-term accountability model that provides
the mechanism for measuring student progress and providing feedback to each individual
school and district. The ultimate goal is for all students to reach proficiency, which is
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defined as 100 points on a 140-point scaled index. Progress is measured every year
through annual assessments, but each school and district index is calculated every two
years or each biennium. Rewards and sanctions are attached to assessment results.
Rewards are funds that schools receive for successfully reaching a predetermined
accountability goal, and sanctions trigger actions such as a state team conducting a
scholastic audit on a school or district not making adequate progress.
Decentralization
Decentralization in education indicates a shift in decision-making authority from
the district level to the school level (Olson, 1997). Education reform provided more
power to individual schools for decision making (KERA, 1990). Decentralization is
grounded in the premise that schools are better positioned to make decisions that
significantly affect the quality of education for their own students. Decentralization
inherently brings decision making closer to the student and the learning environment.
Empowerment
Empowerment in schools, according to Bredeson (1989), is the act of teacher
leaders accepting greater responsibility through participatory decision making.
Empowerment in schools means that principals share their decision-making power and
authority with teacher leaders, and it implies that teacher leaders accept that
responsibility.
Kentucky Accountability

Index

An accountability index is a unique score earned by each Kentucky school on
annual assessments and is calculated by combining assessment scores for a two-year
period (Kentucky Department of Education, n.d.). Students are assessed annually at third
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grade in reading and mathematics; at fourth grade in reading, writing, mathematics,
science, and practical living and vocational studies; at fifth grade in reading,
mathematics, social studies, writing, and arts and humanities; at sixth grade in reading
and mathematics; at seventh grade in reading, writing, mathematics, science, and
practical living and vocational studies; at eighth grade in reading, writing, mathematics,
social studies, and arts and humanities; at tenth grade in reading and practical living and
vocational studies; at eleventh grade in mathematics, science, social studies, and arts and
humanities; and at twelfth grade in writing. In addition to the assessment results used to
calculate the academic index, non-cognitive data is also included in the formula.
Reflective Practice
Reflective practice (Schon, 1983; 1987) includes six indicators that describe the
process used by the principal and teacher leaders: (a) recognition of the problem, (b)
recognition of incongruities between one's espoused theories and theories in use, (c)
evidence of reframing of the problem, (d) generation of new solutions, (e) testing-inaction of solutions, and (f) evaluation of outcomes. Teacher leaders and principals who
engage in reflective practices are considered reflective practitioners.
School Councils
School councils in Kentucky are a required policy-making, shared decisionmaking body within the school (KERA, 1991; School Level Performance Descriptors for
Kentucky's Standards and Indicators for School Improvement, 2004). The typical
composition of the school council consists of two elected parents, three elected teachers,
and the principal. Examples of policies that school councils adopt include instructional
materials, personnel, extracurricular programs, and budgets.
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Teacher Leader
Teacher leaders are change agents committed to continuous learning (Childs,
2005). Teacher leaders typically serve in one or more of several types of leadership roles:
(a) teacher leaders who do not have regular teaching assignments; rather, they assist
classroom teachers to improve instructional practices; (b) teacher leaders who serve in
formal leadership roles such as on a school decision-making council, department heads,
team leaders or other formal positions; (c) informal teacher leaders with teaching
assignments who exhibit leadership abilities and who influence their peers; and (d)
teacher leaders who carry a reduced teaching load that allows them time to assist their
peers and/or the administrators (Leithwood, 1992; Leithwood & Jantzi, 1996; Leithwood,
Jantzi, & Steinback, 1995 as cited in Ryan, 1999). Regardless of whether teacher leaders
have formal or informal roles, they typically make decisions that impact student
achievement.
Theories in Practice: Espoused Theory in Practice and Modeled

Behaviors

According to Argyris and Schon (1974), an espoused theory is what is articulated
by someone explaining how he typically solves specific problems, "the theory of action
to which he [sic] gives allegiance, and which, upon request, he communicates to others"
(p. 7). Modeled behaviors (or theories in use), conversely, are the actual theories that
occur, and these behaviors can only be verified by observation by others. According to
Argyris and Schon, a concern emerges because there is often inconsistency between a
professional's espoused theories and modeled behaviors. As articulated by Argyris and
Schon (1974), a theory in practice is a process whereby principals and teachers: (a)
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analyze their own assumptions by critiquing what lies beneath their decisions and actions,
(b) develop alternative assumptions or values, and (c) test these in their own work. Keedy
and Achilles (1997) posited that using theories in practice, which is a continuous loop
consisting of inquiry, testing, and learning, has the potential to transform thinking. Such
reflective practices explore the values and assumptions embedded in decision making or
one's theories in action. This is called double-loop learning. Through engaging in
reflective practices, principals and teachers articulate new strategies and experiment with
new theories of action. Most members of an organization engage in single-loop learning
that prohibits such exploration. Double-loop learning, described by Argyris and Schon,
promotes reflection with the potential to assist in the articulation of new assumptions and
values.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
This review of literature provides a conceptual framework to explore how
principals and teacher leaders increase instructional capacity. It is divided into four
sections. The first section, education reform, is organized into three subsections
collectively describing an historic perspective of American education reform from the
1980s through present day and education reform in Kentucky from the late 1980s
forward. These education reform movements spawned new initiatives and triggered
power shifts from state departments of education to districts, schools, and ultimately
teachers and other local stakeholders. Although education reform movements collectively
shared a common goal of advancing student achievement, some initiatives proved more
complex, thereby requiring educators to reconceptualize their beliefs and norms.
The second section of this literature examines education

administrator

preparation programs germane to a shift in the role constellation for principals resulting
from education reform. Administrative education preparatory programs are explored to
provide enlightenment into the authenticity of practices used to train potential principals
and to illuminate selection criteria typically used by universities to admit students.
The third section of this review, leadership, examines literature focusing on how
school leaders or leadership teams (school principals and teacher leaders) impact and
facilitate school improvement. The third section is divided into two subsections, principal
leadership and empowerment. A school principal in the current reform environment has
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all the duties relegated to yesterday's principals for managing discipline, buses,
personnel, and budgets; yet, education reform demands that principals work with teacher
leaders to operationalize the exchange of empowerment for accountability.
The fourth section examines theories in practice embraced by educators and
explores whether these theories are integrated into the fabric of schools and school
improvement. This section illuminates how theories in practice were embedded into
practices of school leaders and questions the cognitive abilities needed to merge
structural and normative thinking and fuse thinking, actions, and behavior.
Education Reform
This section explores United States and Kentucky education reform efforts and
accountability, which continue to exert influence on educators. Education reform is often
a response to research findings, governmental reports, assessment data, and other
international events. Three subsections distinguish various timeframes from 1983 to
present: (a) A Nation at Risk: An Open Letter to the American People, (b) Kentucky
Education Reform Act of1990, and (c) No Child Left Behind Act of2001. Most initiatives
rest in the hands of educators tasked with implementing them effectively; therefore, the
first section of this literature review traces reform movements of recent decades.
A Nation at Risk: An Open Letter to the American People
Within the current generation of educators, few may remember the 1957 launch of
the Soviet Union's satellite Sputnik that reverberated a message of doom across America
and prodded changes in math and science curricula. However, many educators may
remember the report of the National Commission on Excellence in Education, A Nation
at Risk, in 1983. For practicing educators too young to remember its actual publication,
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recently published articles in journals and newspapers abound and continue to critique its
impact and ponder its contents (Bracey, 2003; Guthrie & Springer, 2004; Holton, 2003;
Voskuit, 1999).
The A Nation at Risk report proclaimed that the dismal performance of American
schools and the declining academic achievement of American students threatened the
future of the United States. The commission sternly warned that danger lurked in "... a
rising tide of mediocrity" (p. 5), and the United States faced the loss of global economic
and technological dominance (NCEE, 1983). The report nudged education to the
forefront of the American agenda, as evidenced by the flurry of media stories. The
Washington Post, for example, published 28 stories in the month following the
publication of the report (Bracey, 2003); and a survey conducted by Voskuit (1999)
found over 700 newspaper stories that referenced the report within four months of its
release. The abrupt tone of the report sent a compelling message to the American people.
The commission declared that if an unfriendly nation had attempted to give Americans
"... the mediocre educational performance that exists today, we might well have viewed
it as an act of war" (NCEE, p. 5). The United States led the world in commerce, industry,
science, and technological innovation; but the commission cautioned that unless schools
improved, American superiority would be supplanted by other foreign powers.
The Nation at Risk (NCEE, 1983) report explicitly called for education reform in
the United States. The commission noted four major areas of concern that encompassed
content, expectations, time, and teaching. Grounding their recommendations in a
multiplicity of findings and referencing, among other issues, declines in academic
achievement and increases in the number of college students taking remedial
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mathematics classes, they cited examples of failure (e.g., only one-fifth of the nation's
seventeen-year-old students could write a persuasive essay).
The commission outlined broad actions for improvement: (a) strengthening
content, increasing high school diploma requirements, upgrading elementary curriculum
offerings, and seeking external experts to improve curricular materials; (b) adopting
rigorous academic standards, aligning grades to reflect academic achievement, and
administering standardized tests at transition points; (c) increasing learning time (longer
days or longer years), using time efficiently, increasing the amount of homework,
efficiently managing the organization of time, strengthening attendance rewards and
sanctions, and reducing administrative and discipline burdens on teachers; (d) improving
preparation for and desirability of teaching, raising standards for admission of incoming
teachers, judging a program by the quality of its graduates, providing competitive and
performance-based salaries, employing career ladders and 11 -month contracts, attracting
new teachers through alternative methods such as loans and alternative programs, and
having master teachers plan and supervise; and (e) involving citizens to oversee reform
and provide financial support, providing stability and finance for reforms through
administrative and legislative officials, and identifying national interests and providing
leadership by the federal government (NCEE, 1983).
A call for accountability left few educational agencies unscathed. The report
briefly outlined recommendations for improvement and, thereby, provided a springboard
for accountability in education (NCEE, 1983). Twenty years later, Guthrie and Springer
(2004) noted that positive results emerged from the report through instigating

.. a move

away from measuring the quality of the schools by the resources they receive ..." (p. 9).
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They posited that the report nudged education "... onto a plane where school
performance is judged on outcomes students achieve" (p. 9). Just one year after the
publication of A Nation at Risk, Gardner (1984) noted his astonishment "... at the lack of
critical analysis addressed to it" (p. 13). Through the lens of time, many researchers
questioned the basis for the findings and identified fallacies within the report (Bracey,
2003; Gardner, 1984; Guthrie & Springer, 2004; Holton, 2003). Among other things,
researchers pointed to the lagging economic conditions of America at the time the report
was written (Voskuit, 1999); accused the commission of identifying the wrong problems
coupled with simplistic solutions (Gardner); noted a lack of expertise in the testimony
from Americans who had visited Japan (Bracey); and blamed, in some instances, political
agendas (Bracey, 2004; Guthrie & Springer, 2004; Holton, 2003). The report and
subsequent media attention, nonetheless, appear to have kicked education into high gear
and served as the forerunner to subsequent education reform movements.
Three years after the publication of A Nation at Risk, the Holmes Group, the
Carnegie Forum on Education and Economy, and the Education Commission of the
States published separate reports marshaling in the second reform movement of the 1980s
(Sergiovanni & Moore, 1989). Commonalities among these reports pointed to teachers as
the essential ingredient for educational improvement. While the first reform movement,
spurred by the publication of A Nation at Risk (NCEE, 1983), focused on mandating
reforms and increasing accountability, the second reform movement grounded teachers
firmly at the center of school improvement and acknowledged their importance
(Sergiovanni & Moore). The second wave of reform emerged as the catalyst for
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decentralization and teacher empowerment and supplied the springboard to increase
teacher leadership.
The Holmes Group published the report called Tomorrow's Teachers: A Report
to the Holmes Group. This report contained five goals: (a) strengthen the liberal arts
background of teachers; (b) change the structure of the teaching professional, thereby,
recognizing differences in teachers' knowledge, skills, and commitment; (c) raise the
entry standards into the education profession; (d) improve the linkage between higher
education and schools; and (e) improve the work environment for teachers (Holmes
Report, 1986).
With a message similar to that from the Holmes report, the Carnegie Forum for
Education and Economics Task Force (1986) published A Nation Prepared: Teachers for
the 21st Century, detailing recommendations to improve education: (a) create a National
Board for Professional Standards, (b) provide a professional environment for teaching,
(c) require a bachelors degree in the arts and sciences as teacher preparation, (d) develop
a system that uses lead teachers, (e) establish a curriculum for graduate schools of
education, (f) prepare minority students for careers in teaching, and (g) provide equity in
teachers' salaries making them competitive with salaries in other professional fields. Both
the Holmes and the Carnegie reports acknowledged teachers as key to school
improvement. In fact, the reports both advocated improvement in teacher preparation and
in teacher salaries.
The Education Summit of 1989 brought governors together to develop common
strategies to reform education in the United States. Under the direction of Governor Bill
Clinton and President George H. Bush, the governors emerged with what Secretary of
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Education Lamar Alexander called "horse trade" (Elmore in Gordon, 2003, p.26). This
"horse trade" provided increased discretion for results. Simply, this deal meant that
schools would have more decision-making power; but, in return, the governors wanted
results through accountability (2003).
Kentucky embarked on a precedent-setting pathway in education reform shortly
thereafter by embracing accountability, decentralization, state curriculum standards, and
many other strategies designed to improve student achievement and equalize financial
support to schools across the state (KERA, 1990). A review of education reform in
Kentucky follows.
Kentucky Education Reform Act of 1990
This section examines education reform in Kentucky from the late 1980s through
the advent of President George W. Bush's No Child Left Behind national reform. In June
1989, the Kentucky Supreme Court declared the public school system in the
Commonwealth of Kentucky unconstitutional and inadequate and mandated its overhaul.
This decision stemmed from a lawsuit filed by the Coalition for Better Schools
representing 66 of the 176 school districts in Kentucky. The lawsuit filed against the
General Assembly, the governor, the Kentucky Board of Education, and the Chief State
School Officer alleged financial inequities among districts in the Commonwealth (Rose
v. Council for Better Education, 1989; Kentucky Department of Education, n.d.). As a
result of this lawsuit, a new education system emerged (Kentucky Department of
Education, n.d; KERA, 1990; Petrosko, 1993). Kentucky legislators passed the Kentucky
Education Reform Act of 1990 (KERA) and embraced its accompanying assessment
system, the Kentucky Instructional Results Information System (KIRIS). This

29

unprecedented reform effort "... was the culmination of one of the most far-reaching
state educational reform efforts in recent history" (Petrosko, 1993, p. 4).
This comprehensive overhaul of the education system brought forth a plethora of
new initiatives. The Kentucky Education Reform Act established six goals for Kentucky
Schools: (a) expect a high level of achievement of all students; (b) develop students'
abilities in six cognitive areas; (c) increase school attendance rates; (d) reduce dropout
and retention rates; (e) reduce physical and mental health barriers to learning; and (f)
increase the proportion of students who transition successfully to work, to postsecondary
education, and to the military (KERA, 1990; Kentucky Department of Education, n.d.). In
the area of curriculum, a few of the major provisions included a model curriculum
framework, performance assessments including writing portfolios and writing
assessments, monetary rewards and sanctions directly tied to student achievement, an
increase in the number of professional development days, decentralization through
school-based decision-making councils, preschool programs for at-risk students, the
establishment of Family Resource and Youth Service Centers in low-income schools,
technology funding, primary program implementation, mandated half-day kindergarten,
additional assistance to students through extended school services, and compulsory
attendance age raised if recommended by the Commissioner of Education (KERA, 1990;
Petrosko, 1993).
Other major provisions of KERA encompassed the formation of a 12-member
State Board of Education, the establishment of an Education Professional Standards
Board for certification and evaluation, and the elimination of nepotism. Financial
provisions guaranteed an amount of funding per pupil, established a minimum tax rate,

30

adopted a state-wide minimum salary schedule, and set maximum class sizes for schools
without site-based decision-making councils (KERA, 1990; Petrosko, 1993).
The assessment and accountability component of Kentucky education reform, the
Kentucky Instructional Results Information System (KIRIS), later changed to the
Kentucky Core Content for Assessment Test (KCCT), encompassed both school and
district accountability. This increased accountability was predicated on the premise that
''All children can learn at high levels, given adequate time, opportunity, and support"
(Kentucky Department of Education, n.d.). The report, A Nation at Risk, had previously
called for increased accountability (NCEE, 1983); and through the Kentucky

Education

Reform Act of 1990, accountability came to fruition in the Commonwealth of Kentucky
(KERA, 1990).
School councils emerged from KERA as a mechanism to place the responsibility
related to student achievement in the hands of those closest to the students (KERA,
1990). The mandated requirement of KERA created school councils comprised of
stakeholders who developed policies in areas that advanced student achievement
(KERA). School councils adopted policies in the areas of school budgets, staffing
assignments, professional development plans, curriculum, selection of appropriate
instructional materials and techniques, and other related areas (Kentucky Department of
Education, n.d; Petrosko, 1993).
Although the accountability system in Kentucky was significant in its own right,
it will be reviewed in the following subsection as a companion to the federally enacted
accountability of No Child Left Behind (NCLB). With the passage of the No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) Act of2001, the accountability piece of reform in Kentucky underwent a
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transformation, aligning it with the accountability component required by NCLB. The
next subsection describes NCLB and provides insight into its accountability mandate and
how it impacted the Kentucky accountability system (KERA, 1990; NCLB, 2001).
No Child Left Behind
On January 8, 2001, President George W. Bush signed into law the No Child Left
Behind Act of2001 (NCLB, 2001). While escorting in this most recent education reform,
he urged American citizens to

.. stand up and demand higher standards, and to demand

that no child - not one single child in America - is left behind" (Yell & Drasgow; 2005,
p. 1). This complex law required states to ensure that highly qualified teachers serve in
every classroom, to use research-based practices to develop assessments for measuring
student progress, and to make data-driven decisions an integral part of the education
system to hold schools accountable for the performance of all students (Yell & Drasgow).
Thus, far from President Ronald Reagan pondering trimming education programs and
eliminating the United States Department of Education, NCLB exerted more federal
control on the American education system than ever before (NCLB, 2001; Yell &
Drasgow, 2005).
Although some states had existing accountability systems in place (e.g.,
Kentucky, Maryland, Texas) in 2001, each state aligned its system to the new federal
mandates of NCLB. Kentucky was no exception. Kentucky had implemented a system of
accountability through KERA based on the premise that, by 2014, students would reach a
proficient level of performance. An accountability formula was used to set two-year
performance goals for each school. All goals ultimately lead to a proficient score of 100
out of a possible 140 by the year 2014 (Kentucky Department of Education, n.d.)
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Although Kentucky schools administered the state test every year, school progress was
measured biennially (Kentucky Department of Education). In 1999, the Kentucky
Department of Education developed a chart that depicted a line connecting 1999 school
performance scores to the final goal of 100 in 2014. A second line drawn from the 1999
score to a score of 80 provided a parallel line to identify schools needing state assistance.
The law required that schools with scores below the line connecting to 80 would receive
a state scholastic audit and targeted assistance.
KERA and NCLB shared some of the same goals (Keedy & McDonald, 2007).
Both embraced high expectations for all students, rigorous student performance
standards, school and district accountability, school report cards, and a goal of
proficiency by the year 2014 (Kentucky Department of Education, 2005). In addition,
NCLB focused on targeted subgroup populations of students (e.g., disabled, economically
disadvantaged, and limited language proficiency). Kentucky already reported student
scores disaggregated in these areas (Kentucky Department of Education). NCLB required
that schools and districts meet adequate yearly progress (AYP) in reading and math,
which is defined by each state as a proficient level of performance for all students and,
specifically, in subgroup populations.
In response to NCLB, Kentucky passed Senate Bill 168 in 2002 (Kentucky
Department of Education, 2005). This twofold assessment system held schools
accountable for reaching proficiency as defined by the KERA in Kentucky and as defined
by NCLB in its requirement of Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) at the federal level
(2005). Progress toward NCLB proficiency goals is computed annually, while progress
toward KERA goals is evaluated biennially (Kentucky Department of Education). Three
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components determined whether a school met AYP, as measured using Kentucky
assessments: (a) annual measurable objectives in reading and math; (b) progress on other
academic indicators (i.e., graduation rates in high schools); and (c) inclusion of at least
95% of enrolled students and subgroup populations of sufficient size in the assessment
(i.e., sufficient size means that 95% of the students must be tested in each subgroup
population).
Schools receiving federal Title I funding that failed to meet AYP for two years
faced a range of consequences including notifying parents, allowing parents to transfer
their children to a successful school in the district, writing a comprehensive school
improvement plan, offering supplemental educational services to students, implementing
corrective action, and restructuring schools. Consequences included five tiers that
spanned from tier one, allowing such things as school choice, to tier five that could
include harsher actions such as implementing alternative governance of a school.
Summary of Section
For over 20 years, education reform has infiltrated schools in the United States
through governmental and organizational reports, as well as through legislation enacted
by political leaders. The first reform movement erupted with the publication of A Nation
at Risk: An Open Letter to the American People, authored by the National Commission
on Excellence in Education, which warned Americans of the deplorable condition of their
education system (NCEE, 1983). The second reform movement was sparked by a
plethora of reports a few years later, including those from the Holmes Group (1986), the
Carnegie Forum for Education and Economics Task Force (1986), and the Governors'
Summit (1989). The reports of the second reform wave focused on teachers as the
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essential ingredient for school improvement and shared commonalities such as calling for
improved teacher preparation and more competitive teacher salaries. The second reform
movement provided schools with decentralization of power in exchange for
accountability.
Kentucky passed the Kentucky Education Reform Act of 1990 on the heels of the
first two waves of reform. This legislation provided for decentralization through school
councils and required accountability linked to student performance. No Child Left Behind
(NCLB, 2001) tied Title I funding to school improvement, with specific accountability in
reading and mathematics, and included additional targets for students in subgroup
populations. To avoid the loss of Title I funding, NCLB required states to align
educational accountability systems with federal accountability. Kentucky passed new
accountability legislation in 2002 to comply with this federal mandate.
Such far-reaching consequences from both NCLB and KERA necessitated
Kentucky teachers and principals working collaboratively to reach goals of both
accountability systems. Annual goals from NCLB, along with biennial goals of KERA,
placed accountability with local educators. Within the reform environment, increased
accountability rested with teachers and principals. It was essential for educators to
receive training and possess the capacities necessary to accomplish reform outcomes.
School leaders were expected to lead change that increased student learning. Reform "...
demanded accountability from school leaders ..." (Levine, 2005, p 17). Levine
cautioned, however, that principals might not be prepared for this job because they
"... were appointed to and educated for jobs that do not exist any longer" (p 12).
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In light of the importance of principals in effectively leading schools and in
collaboratively working with teachers to produce higher student achievement, the next
section examines literature apropos to the programs at universities that prepare principals
for their complex roles in improving schools in the United States.
Surveying the Landscape of Education Administration Programs
In this section, literature is reviewed that examines university education
administration preparatory programs. In 1988, the National Commission on Excellence in
Education Administration called for improvement in several aspects of principal
preparation programs (Griffiths, Stout, & Forsyth, 1988). How students are screened and
selected for admission to university principal preparation programs at the university level,
the curriculum used by these programs, and suggestions for improving these programs
are explored in this section.
When queried about whether principals were born or trained, Achilles replied,
"Yes" to both (Achilles, 1988, p. 46). He noted that not everyone was suited to the role of
principal, and training was a critical component of an effective principal. The number of
potential principals who have been trained is not a problem; rather, the problem emerges
from "... a lack of qualified principals" (Bottoms, O'Neil, Fry, & Hill, 2003, p. 4).
University education administration preparatory programs churn out the quantity of
potential principals needed to fill vacancies; however, a lingering debate continues on the
quality of training available to candidates and on the selection criteria used by these
programs (Levine, 2005).
In the midst of education reform, publications abounded containing suggestions
on restructuring education administration programs (Bottoms et al., 2003; Levine, 2005).
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Leading experts (Griffiths et al., 1988) provided an abundance of recommendations
including a design around five strands, as articulated in Leaders for America's

Schools:

The Report and Papers of the National Commission on Excellence in Educational
Administration:

(a) the study of administration, (b) the study of the technical core of

education administration and the acquisition of vital administrative skills, (c) the
application of research findings and methods to problems, (d) supervised practice, and (e)
demonstration of competence (Griffiths et al.).
The Levine Report (Levine, 2005) echoed concerns previously articulated
(Griffiths et al., 1988; Hawley, 1988; Keedy & Grandy, 1999; Lashlee, 2003) and
reiterated that university education administration programs collectively failed to employ
recruitment practices and lacked comprehensive and rigorous selection criteria. Levine
called education administration programs "cash cows" (p. 35) for universities and cited
the lucrative nature of the programs as a barrier to restructuring.
Concurrent to Levine's (2005) scathing report, Creighton and Jones (2001)
investigated existing selection criteria and procedures used by university principal
preparation programs. In their descriptive study, they sought to determine if rigorous
selection processes existed in preparation programs for principals and to identify
exemplary models of existing programs relating to the selection process of candidates.
Their research question queried whether standards were rigorous enough to identify and
attract candidates who were likely to succeed and who represented a diverse race,
ethnicity, and gender. The theoretical grounding derived from previous study findings
relating to selection criteria (Norton, 1994; Sarason, 1999).
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The researchers used the Eighteenth Edition of the Educational

Administrative

Directory (Lane, 2000; as cited in Creighton & Jones, 2001) to ascertain the names of
350 university principal preparatory programs. An additional 100 names resulted from an
Internet search of two Web sites. Creighton and Jones analyzed the selection criteria from
each geographical region, visited the Web sites of the university programs, and selected a
10% sample (n = 45). The researchers invited university deans to verify the accuracy of
the selection criteria used to screen potential candidates for their programs.
Collected data included the names of the universities, the type of bachelor's
degrees required, undergraduate and graduate grade point averages (GPA), Graduate
Record Exam (GRE) or equivalent scores, combinations of admission formulas, letters of
recommendation, writing samples, provisional admissions, teaching experience,
interviews, and assessment center activities. These documents collectively provided a
description of each preparatory program. Creighton and Jones (2001) used descriptive
methods and measures of central tendency, measures of variability, and percentages for
data analysis.
Results revealed that the most frequent selection criteria involved a combination
of undergraduate GPA, bachelor's degree from an accredited college or university, GRE
scores, letters of recommendation, and goals or purpose statements from candidates.
Creighton and Jones (2001) noted significant variance. They reported, for example, that
100% of the universities required a candidate to have a bachelor's degree, but only 3% of
the universities required the degree be in education or a related field strong in the liberal
arts. The researchers argued that a degree in education should be a part of the selection
criteria.
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The Graduate Record Examination (GRE) emerged as the most common criteria;
but cut-off scores varied from 700 to 1000, with 52% of the universities specifying a cutoff on the GRE or other assessments such as the Millers Analogy Test (MAT). Two
percent of the universities used a combination formula instead of a specific cut-off score,
and only 2% of the universities required the GRE analytical reasoning score as part of the
selection criteria. Creighton and Jones (2001) urged universities to investigate the
correlation between the analytical scores and potential candidates and pointed to the
recommendation from the National Policy Board for Education Administration's
(NPBEA) suggestion that candidates have strong analytical abilities.
Findings on various subgroup candidate GRE scores revealed that African
Americans (86%), Puerto Ricans (76%), Mexican Americans (61%), and Native
Americans and Hispanics (61%) failed to score at or above the cut-off point of 1000,
compared to only 45% of White and 38% of Asian Americans. Creighton and Jones
(2001) reported that a large number of potential candidates who fell in subgroups outside
of White and Asian Americans were impacted negatively. The researchers argued that
skills in verbal reasoning related more closely with the skills needed by principals than
those assessed in the quantitative reasoning portion of the GRE. With that in mind, they
posited that verbal reasoning should be included as part of the selection criteria. Further
recommendations included weighting areas of the GRE to more closely resemble the
needed skills of a principal.
Findings from the study by Creighton and Jones (2001) revealed that students
who entered education administration between 1996 and 1999 ranked third from the
bottom on the GRE, when compared with 41 other graduate fields. When compared to
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seven major subfields in education, they scored second from the bottom in verbal
reasoning and in analytical reasoning and third from the bottom in quantitative reasoning.
The researchers, though not claiming a direct correlation between GRE scores and
candidate leadership potential, expressed concern by citing other researchers (Coleman,
Copeland, & Adams, 2001) who reported the existence of some evidence that linked
effective leadership and verbal skills. Creighton and Jones called for additional research.
Other relevant findings indicated that only 6% of the programs required personal
interviews, and only 2% included a possible personal interview, which left 414
universities requiring no interview at all. In addition, 360 universities had provisions for
conditional admissions for students failing to meet requirements such as the GRE cut-off
scores. In response to these findings, Creighton and Jones (2001) suggested weighting
the selection criteria. They noted that, in their experiences with several administrative
preparation programs, no candidate rejection occurred. The researchers suggested the
establishment of rigorous selection criteria that would assist programs in producing
candidates likely to be successful as principals. Finally, they recommended that future
researchers use causal-comparative or correlation methodology.
Consistent with the findings from Creighton and Jones (2001), previous studies
produced similar results when comparing the Graduate Record Exam (GRE) scores of
students planning to pursue studies in education administration to those intending to
study in other fields. Keedy and Grandy (1999) studied the GRE scores of students who
planned to enroll in education administration and compared them to students who
planned to enroll in graduate classes in other fields. The rationale of the study stemmed
from increased pressure on principal preparation program providers to improve program
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effectiveness. This pressure resulted from an environment of school reform and the
acknowledgement of the essential role of the principal in student achievement. The
researchers desired to know if GRE scores for students planning to enroll in principal
preparation programs improved since the 1987 study by Griffiths and his colleagues
(1987). If scores had increased, they reasoned that principal preparation programs stood a
viable chance of improving their output.
Data were derived from the student scores on Graduate Record Examinations
(GRE) administered from 1982 to 1996 and from demographic data provided by each
examinee. Widely recognized as a valid and reliable instrument, the GRE measured
verbal, quantitative, and analytic skills. The researchers noted that the validity
coefficients averaged .33 from multiple correlations among scores of the three
subsections and a student's first-year grades in graduate school. They also noted that
validity coefficients would probably have been much higher if not for range-restriction
effects such as self-selection, departmental use of scores, and the restricted range of firstyear grade averages.
Eight research questions guided the study design. The first question queried
whether the number of students planning to enter education administration and the gender
subgroups had changed since the previous study. Findings indicated that the number of
United States citizens planning to enroll in education administration and taking the GRE
increased 35% (n = 4,000) over the 15-year period from 1982 to 1996, while all areas
combined increased 68%. The increase in the number of education administration
students, according to Keedy and Grandy (1999), related to the overall increase in
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students taking the GRE. Proportionately, however, the number of education
administration students taking the GRE declined from 2.3% to 1.8%.
The second question related to how GRE scores of students planning to enter
education administration compared to students entering other fields of study. A
comparison of GRE scores of United States citizens produced mean GRE verbal scores of
485 for all students, 448 for those planning to enroll in education graduate work, and 437
for those planning to pursue education administration course work. With a standard
deviation of 96, examinees planning to enroll in education administration scored half a
standard deviation below the average of all examinees combined. Keedy and Grandy
(1999) noted that education administration examinees scored over one standard deviation
below others planning to enroll in arts and humanities and 20 points (one-fifth of a
standard deviation) below those in business and health sciences and services.
In the test section measuring quantitative skills, examinees in education
administration scored lower than engineering examinees by two standard deviations, or
210 points; in physical sciences by one and a half standard deviations, or 186 points; and
in biological sciences by nearly one full standard deviation, or 112 points. Likewise, in
analytical reasoning, education administration examinees scored one-fifth of a standard
deviation, or 23 points, lower than education examinees; and the gap widened in all other
fields. On the verbal test, only physical education examinees with a verbal mean GRE
score of 404 and special education examinees with a verbal mean GRE score of 430
scored lower than education administration examinees.
Answering the third question required a comparison of scores between genders
within and outside education administration. The verbal and analytical score averages
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between males and females revealed little differences, but the quantitative score average
for males topped the females by 52 points. Interestingly, within the total examinee
population, males outscored females in all three sections.
In their fourth question, Keedy and Grandy (1999) examined the GRE scores to
identify whether the age distribution had changed and whether a correlation existed
between test scores and age. Findings revealed that over the 15-year period of the study,
the age distribution had changed; it had evolved differently for females than for males. In
1982, females between ages 20-24 outnumbered males, while males outnumbered
females in their early 30s. In 1988, a shift began to occur, resulting in females
outnumbering males in every age group by 1996.
In the whole examinee population from 1982 to 1996, the verbal scores varied
little, while quantitative scores declined. Keedy and Grandy (1999) reasoned that
examinees lacked recent practice of quantitative skills, while their verbal skills continued
to be stimulated, resulting in this discrepancy of scores. Verbal scores of education
administration examinees remained the same in most age groups but were higher for
examinees in their 40s. Mirroring the general population, analytical and quantitative
score averages decreased significantly after the age of 50, especially for females whose
average scores dropped nearly 10 points. For all age groups, education administration
examinees scored lower than the total population of examinees.
In their fifth question, Keedy and Grandy (1999) identified the most common
undergraduate degrees earned by students who planned to enroll in education
administration and determined if test scores varied depending on specific degrees. The
most common undergraduate degree areas emerged as elementary education (25%);
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secondary education (12%); physical education (4%); and English, language, and
literature (4%). Examinees with degrees in English and literature earned the highest
average overall scores, while those with physical education degrees scored the lowest.
Examinees with education administration undergraduate degrees scored the lowest
average scores in quantitative and analytical skills. Generally, examinees who changed
from other fields of study into education administration scored lower than their peers who
stayed in those fields.
Research question six ascertained how average scores of examinees who changed
from education administration to other fields compared with those who stayed in
education administration. Keedy and Grandy (1999) found that examinees who left the
education field had higher average scores than their peers who stayed. Examinees who
planned to change their graduate studies to library science, for example, had an average
verbal score of 478, compared to those who planned to stay in elementary education
(419) and education administration (417).
Finally, Keedy and Grandy (1999) identified patterns that existed in test scores
and in major field choices. Students who scored higher than their same graduate field
peers had a tendency to switch to a field where members had comparable average scores.
For example examinees who scored low in humanities and sciences changed their
graduate studies to the education field. Other patterns surfaced that pointed to the
education level of parents as an indicator of the field of education selected by examinees.
Examinees with college-educated parents had higher average scores than examinees
whose parents did not attend college.
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A strong linear relationship between fathers' education level and average scores
emerged. To illustrate, in 1996, 58% of engineering examinees reported that their fathers
had a bachelor's degree; and 35% of education administration examinees reported the
same. The engineer examinees' analytical scores averaged 611, while the education
administration examinees averaged 482.
Education administration preparation programs, according to Keedy and Grandy
(1999), received unprepared students. They noted that undergraduate programs should
incorporate necessary skills into the curriculum. Although Giffiths et al. (1987) suggested
accepting only the top 50 percentile of all examinees into the principal preparation
program, Keedy and Grandy suggested that an inadequate pool of candidates existed.
They found that average GRE scores for education administration examinees had not
increased since the 1980s. In response to these findings and to the Griffiths et al.
recommendation of accepting candidates scoring in the top 50 percentile on the GRE,
four recruitment strategies were proposed: (a) use means outside of self-selection to
select potential students, (b) enhance the attractiveness of the principal position and
recruit from outside the field, (c) locate preparatory programs in Carnegie I and II
research universities that attract students scoring higher on the GRE, and (d) explore
alternative tools to assess analytical abilities.
Keedy and Grandy (1999) outlined four limitations of their study: (a) the study
was confined to citizens of the United States who took the GRE and reported their
intentions to enroll in education administration, (b) the study excluded education
administration candidates who did not take the GRE, (c) the completion of the GRE did
not ensure that all students enrolled in the coursework, and (d) the data from this study
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were only generalizable to those who took the GRE and expressed intent to enroll in
graduate school to study education administration. Future research recommendations
included conducting experimental studies using control and treatment groups of
administrators and exploring the effects of "regionalized" administration programs.
The previous studies indicated that many students scored lower on the Graduate
Record Exam (GRE) in the area of education administration than in other key majors.
Creighton and Jones (2001) called for more rigorous selection criteria for university
programs preparing education administration candidates, and Keedy and Grandy (1999)
recommended recruitment strategies to include using means outside of self-selection to
select students. Both research teams found that students planning to enroll in education
administration scored lower than the majority of their peers in other major and submajor
fields. Creighton and Jones posited that verbal reasoning related closely with a principal's
role and argued that verbal reasoning should be included as part of the selection criteria.
While the previous studies focused on selection criteria and scores earned on the
GRE, Keedy (2005) conducted an historical analysis and developed a conceptual position
regarding the university as service provider for school administration preparation
principal programs, thus contributing an American perspective to the international debate.
The researcher historically traced and analyzed the fracture between theory and practice
in the field of education administration from the dominance of Positivism and Technical
Rationality through the current generation of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.
Keedy (2005) recommended a partnership between university programs preparing
new and experienced school administrators and district- and school-level administrators.
Keedy noted that universities had the unique institutional resources necessary to assist
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practitioners and administrative candidates: (a) universities pursue new knowledge, (b)
universities produce knowledge, (c) practitioners may fail to conceptualize the
responsibility of decentralization, and (d) practitioners and professors as partners transfer
the choices of competing methodologies to the practitioner.
Keedy (2005) noted that "The school administrator theorizing ... transforms the
traditional hierarchical professor-practitioner relationship ... to a collaborative
partnership." Practitioners theorizing about practice "places the intellectual responsibility
upon the administrative candidate in developing and testing out theories in practice" (p.
148).
In concluding his analysis, Keedy (2005) posed four comprehensive questions to
stimulate an international debate regarding the feasibility of restructuring education
administration programs at universities to, at least partially, promote practitioner theories
in practice. These questions warrant thoughtful consideration:
(1) Do our most outstanding practitioners agree with the concept of theories of
practice?
(2) Does practitioner-professor collaboration around theories in practice have validity
as a basis for redesigning preparation programs?
(3) What global networks might provide discourse, research, and policy briefings
related to bridging this schism between theory and practice?
(4) Are there partnerships between universities and districts developed around
developing practitioner theories in practice? (Keedy, 2005, p. 149)?
Creighton and Jones (2001) and Keedy and Grandy (1999) noted that the
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selection criteria for principal preparation programs allowed for students who scored low
on the GRE. Creighton and Jones noted that a personal interview was rarely part of the
criteria used to select students into the program, which could ensure that universities
select more thoughtful principal candidates. Keedy (2005) suggested a collective
partnership between universities and districts.
An additional concern that arose in the literature focused on the large number of
candidates who attended principal preparation programs, yet never applied for principal
positions. According to one professor at a prestigious university (as cited in Levine,
2005), university education administration preparatory programs are "stamping tickets,'"
because many states increase salaries of teachers with advanced degrees (p. 33).
To understand why so many trained principal candidates did not eventually apply
for principal positions, Browne-Ferrigno (2003) conducted an exploratory case study to
describe and analyze the professional growth of 18 educators participating in a principal
preparation program. The researcher argued that many educators enrolled in
administrator preparatory programs but did not seek positions of principals. The
researcher sought to illuminate the perspectives of students while they participated in a
preparation cohort program and to contribute an understanding to the nature of
transformation that occurred during the process. Browne-Ferrigno grounded the study in
the evolving role played by university administration preparatory programs.
Data collection occurred concurrently with the development of a new cohort and
continued for one year. A series of semi-structured interviews and questionnaires
provided data from the participants (n = 18). At the close of the calendar year, the
researcher conducted a focus group interview. Data on demographics, perceptions about
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leadership and principalship, career aspirations and readiness to apply for a principal
position, reflections about learning, and assessments of the program learning activities
emerged through the use of prompts. Observations from 28 of the 37 cohort meetings
provided additional data. Data from observations and interviews provided a means of
comparison. Field notes maintained during observations included data on students'
interaction with peers, demeanor and engagement, participation and the content of
participants' comments during class, questions and concerns about leadership, and
bonding as a community of learners. The final data were derived from student reflective
writings, which included responses to prompts on questionnaires, postings on cohorts'
Web sites, and personal electronic messages. In addition, six participants shared their
leadership growth plans. Finally, Browne-Ferrigno (2003) examined other documents
generated as a result of this program such as syllabi, class handouts, and information
disseminated during the cohort year.
Data analysis occurred concurrently and at the close of the program. Methods
included grounded theory and content analysis techniques. Browne-Ferrigno (2003) also
used a software program to assist in the analysis. Triangulation of data findings occurred
through three organizational categories: "(a) researcher propositions, (b) individual
participants' responses, and (c) chronology of events" (p. 473). Member checks
conducted with six participants also verified findings.
Demographic data revealed a student composition of 19 cohort members (one
non-participant), 7 men and 11 women; one African American, one Hispanic, and 16
Caucasians; 11 married and 7 single; 10 with children under the age of 18 living at home;
two worked in elementary schools, four in high schools, nine in middle schools, two in
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district offices, and one was an unemployed former college instructor. Work positions
changed for nine members during the study year. Four participants accepted semiadministrative roles during the year, which provided them with practical application
experiences.
Findings indicated that cohort members gained leadership experiences from the
program, helping to develop their conception of the role of the principal. Conversely,
Browne-Ferrigno (2003) noted that these experiences alone prepared students neither for
the work of the principal nor for the socialization process of being a principal. The
researcher suggested that potential principals need more experience as teachers than one
or two years and more practical experiences while in the program to increase role
clarification, to gain technical expertise, to develop skills, and to learn professional
behaviors.
Brown-Ferrigno (2003) found it difficult for teachers to go beyond teacher selfperception and adopt an administrative identity. "A teacher moving into an administrative
position must relinquish a comfortable mind-set ... and learn new behaviors of an expert"
(p. 495). Interestingly, they noted that experienced principals serving as mentors for new
principals should be carefully screened. Another finding apropos to this study was the
absence of engagement found in cohort members who lacked post-program goals.
Dissatisfaction from students without defined post-program goals emerged, which
indicated the need for identifying and recruiting future principals with clearly defined
career goals as an important component of administrative preparation programs.
Findings indicated that some students raised concerns about their own
competence and confidence as leaders, which provided insight into why some students in
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administrative preparation programs never seek employment as principals. BrowneFerrigno (2003) posited that research should be conducted to determine how teachers
who remain in the classroom use their administrative training and suggested that
administrative preparation programs would benefit from such knowledge.
Summary of Section
Creighton and Jones (2001) studied the selection criteria used by universities to
admit candidates to their education administration programs and found that many schools
accepted low GRE scores and rarely required personal interviews. These researchers and
others (Keedy & Grandy, 1999) called for universities to adopt more rigorous selection
criteria. Keedy and Grandy suggested instituting recruitment strategies for universities
when their findings indicated that students planning to enroll in education administration
programs scored at the low end of the continuum, as compared to students in other major
and submajor fields including education. Both Creighton and Jones and Keedy and
Grandy recommended higher standards for admission by candidates applying to
university education administration preparation programs.
To examine student experiences while preparing for the role of school principals,
Browne-Ferrigno (2003) analyzed the professional growth of 18 educators as they
participated in a principal preparation program. The researcher found that members of the
cohort developed an increased understanding of the role of the principal. Yet, these
students found it difficult to move beyond their perceptions of themselves as teachers.
Additionally, findings indicated that students lacked post-graduate goals, which could be
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rectified by imposing increased screening of candidates applying to the program, echoing
similar suggestions from other researchers (Creighton & Jones, 2001; Keedy & Grandy,
1999).
University education administration programs face many challenges. Left
unaddressed, these challenges could be met by alternative programs outside the realm of
universities (Keedy & Grandy, 1999; Levine, 2005). In addition to the recommendations
to ratchet up the screening process and selection criteria, universities should be

..

retooling current principals ... while preparing a new generation of school leaders to take
their place" (Levine, 2005, p. 5). Creighton and Jones (2001) noted that universities
rarely used interviews as part of their screening process. By requiring a personal
interview, much knowledge about candidates could be gained, including their personal
theories in practice that Keedy (2005) suggested are important.
Lax selection criteria exemplified by a lack of personal interviews and low GRE
scores earned by potential school principals, coupled with the inferior quality of
programs offered by universities, are some of the issues concerning leaders who
advocated reform in university education administration programs (Levine, 2005; Keedy
2005). Training principals to lead school improvement is essential in meeting
accountability demands. Principals need the abilities and knowledge necessary to lead
schools and to advance students to a proficient level of academic performance, as
outlined in No Child Left Behind.
Education reform required schools to meet predetermined goals derived from
NCLB and KERA, but it did not address the quality of principal candidates entering into
or graduating from university preparation programs. Brown-Ferrigio (2003)
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recommended thoroughly screening students applying for admission into an education
administration program, which echoed similar suggestions from other researchers
(Creighton & Jones, 2001; Keedy & Grandy, 1999).
Reformers assumed that graduates from such programs possessed the necessary
skills to nurture instructional capacity in teachers and to engage teachers in decision
making that advanced student learning. To meet the increasing demands of reform,
principal preparation programs are pressured to graduate students who possess the
cognitive, analytic, and verbal abilities for problem solving and who model strategic and
critical thinking (Barile, 2003) to build instructional capacity in teachers.
Keedy (2005) provided an historical perspective and developed a conceptual
position related to the split between theory and practice in education administration
programs. A need existed for collaborative partnerships between universities and
practicing administrators. The researcher envisioned universities providing resources
unavailable to the typical practitioner and guiding the practitioners in theory development
through assistance in examining assumptions, understanding policy frameworks, and
providing research that could be tested at the school level.
Only 3% of the universities included in the Creighton and Jones (2001) study
required a bachelor's degree in education or a field strong in the liberal arts as part of the
selection criteria. In addition, only 6% included a personal interview in the screening
process, which might have uncovered personal theories in practice. Accountability
requirements and principal preparation programs continue to collectively place current
and future principals in a difficult position, and some researchers point to universities and
cite low selection criteria and lack of a complex curriculum as part of the problem
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(Barile, 2003; Creighton & Jones, 2001; Keedy, 2005). However, findings from recent
research continue to support the importance of the principal in accomplishing reform
goals (Marzano et al., 2005).
Leadership
Because of the importance of the principal in building instructional capacity, the
third section, entitled leadership, explores two aspects: (a) principal leadership and (b)
empowerment. In an environment of decentralization, leadership encompasses a
multiplicity of stakeholders including the principal, collegial teams, department and team
chairpersons, teacher leaders, school-based councils, and others (Center for
Comprehensive School Reform and Improvement, 2005). This section provides insight
into the influence of principals on student achievement, school climate, and other
organizational characteristics. In addition, the process of empowering teacher and group
leaders is examined.
Principal

Leadership

A concise history of school principals is "somewhat lost in antiquity" (Kimbrough
& Burkett, 1990, p. 1) because the position appeared so many years ago. The role,
however, has changed from one who stokes the fire and manages the facility to the
current era of instructional leadership and empowerment. Foster (1988) lamented the
duality of the role by positing that principals have a "... sometimes contradictory
mission: to preserve tradition and to be agents of change" (p. 68). The position of
principal evolved from manager to instructional leader (Hallinger, 1992) and currently
includes the role of creating teacher leaders through empowerment (Good, 2006).
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Many researchers contended that principals impacted teachers, student outcomes
(at least indirectly), and school climate, among other areas (Blase & Blase, 1999, 2001;
Cotton, 2003; Marzano et al., 2005). Findings from Snyder and Ebmeier (1993)
supported the contention that principals directly impacted teachers and indirectly
impacted student outcomes. They examined the causal relationships among principal
behaviors, school organizational processes, and intermediate outcomes in the school
context. The study was framed by Hoy and Miskel's (1987; cited in Snyder & Ebmeier,
1993) adaptation of four organizational processes identified by Parsons (1960), the causal
model from Pitner (1988), and the work of Parsons and Hoy and Miskel.
Three purposes guided the Marzano et al. 2005 study, but one is relevant to this
discussion: examining principal effects on organization outcomes. Snyder and Ebmeier
(1993) revised the model of principal evaluation from Hoy and Miskel (1987) using
models from Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, and Lee (1982); Duckworth (1983); Ellett and
Walberg (1979); and others. Although the revised model included many variables,
researchers narrowed the variables into a manageable number for this study: (a) context
variables included school level and socioeconomic status (SES); (b) school and principal
process variables included adaptation, goal attainment, integration, and maintenance; (c)
principal behaviors or competencies defined as adaptation, goal attainment, integration,
and maintenance; and (d) outcome variables that related to school effectiveness and
defined as student motivation, self concept, school norms, and others.
Researchers selected the sample (n = 30) from schools that volunteered in Kansas
and western Missouri. All teachers and a random sample of parents and students
responded. Cronbach alpha reliabilities ranged from .78 to .97 for the questionnaire used
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in the Marzano et al. 2005 study. Data analysis for the path analysis encompassed
correlation, multiple regression, and calculation of direct and indirect effects.
Major findings from the Marzano et al. (2005) study indicated a statistically
significant relationship between principal behaviors and teacher perceptions (r = .8378),
but not between principal behaviors and student outcomes or parent satisfaction. The path
analysis of the generalized casual model provided support for findings from Heck (1992),
indicating that principals directly affected teacher perceptions and outcomes and
indirectly affected students through their teachers (Snyder & Ebmeier, 1993).
Following that same line of inquiry, Krug (1992) conducted a study using analysis
of variance and correlation to investigate how instructional leadership and school climate
predicted student achievement. Questions that framed the study not only determined how
instructional leadership and instructional climate predicted student achievement, but also
examined how stable these effects remained across grade levels: (a) the extent to which
principal, teacher, and student perceptions were complementary, rather than disruptive;
(b) the use of grade-level differences in student perceptions of school climate in the
prediction of student learning outcomes at the building level; (c) reliability of a measure
from the aggregation of student and teacher data into a single school index; and (d)
whether the greater reliability of aggregated teacher or student ratings of instructional
climate rendered the self-reports of principals relatively less useful.
Marzano et al. (2005) theoretically grounded their study in instructional
leadership and climate. Instructional leadership emerged as five constructs: (a) defining
mission, (b) managing curriculum and instruction, (c) supervising and supporting
teachers, (d) monitoring student progress, and (e) promoting instructional climate.
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Likewise, the dimensions of school climate surfaced: (a) accomplishments, (b)
recognition, (c) power, and (d) affiliation. Teachers (n = 1,523) from 81 Chicago-area
schools, principals (n = 81), and students (n = 9,415) responded to survey questions. The
Instructional Leadership Inventory (ILI) and the School Administrator Assessment
Survey (SAAS) were used to gather data on instructional leadership from principals.
Reliability for the ILI ranged between .74 and .85. Although not explicitly articulated in
the literature, Krug (1992) reported that the SAAS had a well-documented validity base.
Teachers completed the Instructional Climate Inventory Form D (ICI-T), which had a
reliability range between .51 and .91. This survey contained questions that mirrored those
posed to principals. Third-, sixth-, and eighth-grade students responded to the
Instructional Climate Inventory Form S (ICI-S). Validity and reliability coefficients were
not provided for the ICI-S. Students in grades three, six, and eight completed the Illinois
Goal Assessment Program (IGAP) reading and mathematics assessments. Although Krug
reported well-documented validity and reliability, no actual data were provided.
Krug (1992) transformed student raw scores into standard scores to control for the
characterization of aggregate scores across many different grade levels. Teacher scores
also were transformed into standard scores as a result of aggregate scoring problems for
teacher perception surveys, due to the comparison of a large number of elementary
schools in the study. This had little effect on the outcome of the study. Prior to
standardizing scores, an ANOVA on a random sample of eight teachers from each of the
78 schools (n = 624) provided data to test for transferability. Krug conducted a factor
analysis of 25 predictors and calculated a zero-order correlation and a series of multiple
correlations.
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Findings indicated a statistically significant positive correlation between
instructional leadership and climate, as reported by the principals. Teacher climate
findings correlated positively with the principal climate factor. The correlations between
principal ratings and student achievement were statistically significant for third-grade
students in reading for defining mission (r = .360), supervising teaching (r = .317),
accomplishment (r = .370), recognition (r = .346), affiliation (r = .271), satisfaction
(r = .370), and commitment (r = .355). Statistically significant correlations in math
achievement for third-grade students included accomplishments

(r = .404), recognition

(r = .309), affiliation {r = .244), satisfaction (r = .440), and commitment (r = .225).
Positive correlations for students in the sixth grade between supervising teaching and
reading (r = .309) and math (r = .324), and for eighth-grade students the correlations
occurred in reading and supervising teachers (r = .604) and accomplishments (r = .494).
Although the researcher offered no discussion on the statistical analysis, the findings
from this study indicated that principals influenced student achievement. While not cited
by Krug (1992), this researcher noted the inherent limitation of using self-report
instruments and the wide range of reliability coefficients on the Instructional Climate
Inventory Form D (ICI-T) as limitations of the study.
To further explore the relationship between principal and school improvement and
to provide a critical synthesis of research on the effects of principals, Hallinger and Heck
(1998) explored the relationship between principal leadership and student achievement.
They examined research from 1980 to 1995 for the purpose of understanding the
substance of claims that principal leadership made a difference in the effectiveness of
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schools. Further, they investigated reasons for the lack of congruency in previous
research findings.
To identify studies for inclusion, Hallinger and Heck (1998) perused Current
Journals in Education (CJIE) databases, ERIC (Resources in Education), and used their
extensive knowledge of published and presented research. Three criteria guided the
selection of studies to include in their analysis: (a) principal leadership served as the
independent variable, (b) school performance functioned as the dependent variable, and
(c) diverse locations were represented. Hallinger and Heck reported their confidence that
the 40 selected empirical studies represented most studies examining principal impact on
school effectiveness during this time period.
Using the framework of Pitner (1988; as cited in Hallinger & Heck, 1998) for
organization and conceptualization, Hallinger and Heck classified the selected studies.
Three variations on Pitner's models served as the framework: (a) direct effects of the
principal's actions influencing school outcomes, (b) mediated effects of the principal's
actions affecting outcomes, and (c) reciprocal effects of the principal's actions affecting
teachers and teachers affecting the principal, which influences outcomes. Hallinger and
Heck categorized and analyzed the studies. They worked independently, classified the
studies by model, compared schemes, resolved discrepancies, and triangulated findings.
The direct effects model historically encompassed mostly bi-variant
methodologies such as t tests, chi square, and correlation, as well as the later use of
structural equation. In studies using the direct effects model, findings indicated little
support for principal effects on school outcomes. Hallinger and Heck (1998) argued that
the lack of sophistication in methodology contributed to these findings. In the mediated
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effects model, they found mixed or consistent support of positive effects from principal
leadership on school outcomes. By combining these antecedent variables, the researchers
posited the emergence of an even more consistent pattern of positive indirect effects of
principal leadership on school effectiveness. In the third model, reciprocal effects, the
researchers reported that the limited number of studies (n = 2) that fell within this
framework provided no results.
According to Hallinger and Heck (1998), leadership studies evolved from a 1980s
focus of principal effects on instruction or other specific factors to a more generalized
1990s conceptualization. Adopting these more generalized models from others
(Leithwood, 1994; Ogawa & Bossert, 1995; as cited in Hallinger & Heck, 1998) provided
the framework for Hallinger and Heck's hypothesized four areas of principal influence on
an organization: (a) purpose and goals, (b) structure and social networks, (c) people, and
(d) organizational culture.
Hallinger and Heck (1998) noted that the most consistent findings among the
studies surfaced in the effects of principal on the purpose and goals, which supported the
belief that principal involvement in activities that frame, convey, and sustain the purposes
and goals of the school are important indirect influences. Goldring and Pasternak (1994)
found that the role of the principal in framing the goals and mission of the school
emerged as the strongest indicator of outcomes outside of management and instructional
activities. Congruent with Hallinger and Heck's findings, Goldring and Pasternak
conceptualized goals broadly; e.g., they reported that the goals focused broadly on good
citizenship, work habits, personal growth, and securing staff agreement. In previous
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studies (Heck, 1993; Leithwood, 1994), findings also supported the importance of the
principal in identifying and clarifying the vision of the school.
Of important note is the distinction made by Hallinger and Heck (1998) between
instructional leadership and transformational leadership models. They indicated that
within the instructional leadership model, the emphasis of the principal focused on
instructional leadership and academic improvement. However, in transformational
leadership models, the goals are "... viewed as an instrumental agent used by
instructional leaders to narrow the attention ..." of stakeholders (p. 172 ). Leithwood
(1994) argued that the strongest influence of transformational leadership on school
outcomes emerged from building a vision and commitment to group goals, which, in turn,
led to an increased capacity for innovation.
In the domain of structure and social networks, interplay between organizational
structures and social networks surfaced. Silins (1994; as cited in Hallinger & Heck, 1998)
noted that reform efforts in schools gained positively from transformational leadership.
Leithwood (1994; as cited in Hallinger & Heck, 1998) described three psychological
dispositions for teachers when principals embrace transformational leadership: (a) teacher
perceptions of school characteristics, (b) teacher commitment to changes, and (c) teacher
capacity for professional growth.
According to the findings from Hallinger and Heck (1998), teachers who worked
in schools were influenced by principals. Leithwood (1994; as cited in Hallinger & Heck,
1998) found that principals affected people through modeling the desired behavior, as
well as by fostering group goals, providing intellectual stimulation, and supporting
individuals. Hallinger and Heck noted that leadership influenced teacher perceptions of
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increased student outcomes and progress in implementing reform initiatives. Goldring
and Pasternak (1994; as cited in Hallinger & Heck, 1998) found greater staff consensus
about educational goals in effective schools than in less-effective schools, which was
supported by Hallinger and Heck's findings. For the final domain, Hallinger and Heck
found less support from the reviewed studies of principal influence on organizational
culture. They noted the newness of the construct of culture as a possible explanation.
Hallinger and Heck (1998) found that the principals indirectly influenced student
achievement and school effectiveness. Additionally, they found increased sophistication
in methodology. They acknowledged limitations of the study, which included that any
model of analysis described as a good fit does not mean that a better fitting model would
not yield different results. Also, Hallinger and Heck noted the difficulty encountered
when integrating empirical, conceptual, and methodological factors.
Similar to Hallinger and Heck (1998), Marzano et al. (2005) conducted a metaanalysis of research effects of principal leadership practices. They examined student
achievement to fill a void in leadership studies, which in the past were not synthesized
from a large sample of studies and most of which remained theoretical and unpractical to
guide effective leadership. A review of previous literature from Collins (2001), Elmore
(2000), Hiefetz and Linsky (1994), and others provided the framework.
To select studies for inclusion in this research, Marzano and his colleagues (2005)
developed selection criteria: (a) the study involved kindergarten through 12th grade; (b)
the study included only schools in the United States or those that closely resembled them;
(c) the study directly or indirectly examined the relationship between the leadership of
the principal and student achievement; (d) the study used standardized achievement test,
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a state test, or a composite index based on one or both of these to measure student
academic achievement; and (e) the effect size had to be reported or could be computed.
Three databases (Dissertation Abstracts, ERIC, and Psych Lit) provided the initial studies
(N= 5,000) from 1970 through 2003. Studies that met these criteria (n = 69) involved
2,802 schools and an estimated 14,000 teachers and spanned 23 years. No study met the
criteria prior to 1978 or after 2001. The largest number of studies (n = 39) involved
elementary schools (n = 1,319); kindergarten through eighth-grade centers (n = 8)
comprised the smallest number of schools (n = 290). Typically, studies used a
questionnaire seeking perceptions about principal leadership behaviors. Marzano and his
colleagues correlated the average score and the average achievement of students from
that school and computed or extracted directly from the study a correlation between
general leadership and student achievement. Additional data were derived from a review
of theoretical literature and the research team's professional wisdom from over 100 years
of practice. Within all studies, student achievement served as the dependent variable, and
teacher perceptions of leadership served as the independent variable.
Marzano et al. (2005) found a "substantial" relationship existed between
leadership and student academic achievement (r = .25). One standard deviation
improvement in leadership, for example, transferred to an increase in student
achievement of ten percentile points. Researchers reported that at least one previous
study (Witziers, Bosker, & Kruger, 2003) with the same purpose found a much weaker
correlation (as cited in Marzano et al., 2005). Three differences noted in the study by
Witziers and his colleagues, according to Marzano et al., explained the discrepancy: (a)
most schools in the study were located outside the United States; (b) a process for
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computing outliers was not employed; and (c) the study did not correct for attenuation,
which is the shrinkage in a correlation coefficient due to the lack of precision in the
measurement instruments used.
From the correlations, researchers identified 21 specific leadership responsibilities
that significantly correlated with student achievement. The largest correlations occurred
in the areas of intellectual stimulation (r = .32), situational awareness (r = .33), change
agent (r = .30), and culture (r = .29). Intellectual stimulation referred to the principal
making teachers aware of current theories and practices and having conversations about
these topics as a matter of routine. Situational awareness for principals meant that they
were aware of the undercurrents in the school and used this knowledge to avert potential
problems. Change agent principals actively challenged the status quo. Principals who
affected culture fostered shared beliefs and a sense of cooperation. On the other hand,
this study found that principals who focused on the wrong things could negatively affect
student achievement. Harvard scholar Elmore (2003) noted that focusing on the right
thing to change was instrumental to improving schools and increasing student
achievement (as cited in Marzano et al., 2005).
Prior research from studies by Heifetz (1994), Fullan (2001), and others indicated
that the change appeared in different magnitudes (as cited in Marzano et al., 2005). Some
changes delivered greater impact than others. Marzano and his colleagues called these
changes first order and second order. First-order changes included things that extended
something from the past and maintained the current norms and values of both individuals
and the group. Changes considered first order in the area of culture included promoting
cooperation and a sense of well-being among staff. Second-order changes constituted a
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break with the past and outside of the teachers' existing paradigms. Second-order
changes included developing a shared vision of what the school would look like in the
future, or intentionally challenging the status quo. The researchers acknowledged that this
is not a fail-safe solution for organizational leaders. They cautioned that the findings from
this study did not constitute a cure-all; but, rather, the findings emerged as a tool for
leaders.
Although findings from the previous studies supported the importance of the
principal's impact on student achievement and teachers (Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Krug,
1992; Marzano et al., 2005; Snyder & Ebmeier, 1993), the principal does not serve as the
sole leader in an ideal reform environment. Rather, teachers, school councils, and others
share leadership through collaborative decision making. Decentralization demands the
dispersion of power among multiple stakeholders, which naturally leads to an
examination of the flow of influence and the process of empowerment among principals
and teachers, to be explored in the following subsection.
Empowerment
The ever-changing role of the principal has shifted from one who serves as a
manager to that of facilitator, as exemplified by Glickman (1991), "The principal of a
successful school is not the instructional leader but the coordinator of teachers as
instructional leaders" (p.7). Glickman's conceptualization of instructional leadership
provides a lofty goal for educational leaders and offers a lens through which to explore
empowerment.
Decentralization transferred the responsibility of making critical decisions from
local educational agencies and state departments of education to the school level (KERA
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1990; NCLB, 2001). With decentralization, not only do stakeholders at the school level
make decisions, but they are accountable for the outcomes from these decisions.
Empowering teachers operationalizes decentralization.
Findings from the following studies indicated that implementation of
decentralization typically failed to improve instructional capacity and empower teacher
leaders. The following studies illuminate the current state of decentralization of decision
making across U. S. schools.
To examine the nature of teacher leadership, Anderson (2004) conducted a multisite case study in six schools. Teacher role shifts manifested from educational reforms in
Canada. Teachers assumed more leadership roles, which, according to Anderson, merited
investigating to contribute to the understanding of the nature of that leadership. Previous
findings on leadership reciprocity theoretically framed the study.
Six schools met the selection criteria of having an active school improvement
process and a close geographic proximity. With the exception of one school, two teachers
in each school nominated one teacher leader, which resulted in two nominated teacher
leaders and two teacher nominators. Four teachers from five schools, two teachers from
one school, and the principals of all schools comprised the sample (N = 28). Due to the
small size of one of the schools, only one nominated teacher leader, the teacher
nominator, and the principal participated.
Anderson (2004) conducted interviews with all participants and administered
surveys to collect data. The interviews and survey, adapted from previous studies
(Leithwood, Jantzi, & Steinback, 1997; Ryan, 1999; as cited in Anderson, 2004),
possessed proven reliability verified through multiple usages and refinements. Analysis
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of data occurred through coding and counting frequencies of occurrences with the
intention of reducing data to a manageable size and reflecting all perspectives and overall
themes. Anderson acknowledged Ryan's concern that research studies should focus on
teacher leaders not serving in formal leadership roles, such as department heads, and
selected schools for this study that did not employ structures of formal leadership.
Findings surfaced through four emergent themes: (a) influence on the principal by
teacher leaders, (b) influence on teacher leaders by the principal, (c) leadership
reciprocity, and (d) models of leadership reciprocity. Investigation of the flow of teacher
leaders' influence on the principal produced mixed findings. In three schools,
participants' responses indicated the existence of teacher leaders' influence on their
principals. Conversely, responses from participants at the other three schools suggested
that little influence flowed from the teacher leaders to the principal. The examination of
principal influence on teacher leaders indicated some agreement, suggesting that the flow
of influence was reciprocal.
Although the strongest flow of influence was derived from principals to teacher
leaders, leadership reciprocity emerged from the data. All principals reported that
teachers influenced them. Anderson (2004) noted that leadership reciprocity had the
potential to create a hierarchical structure, which excluded teachers outside of the teacher
and principal decision-making processes.
Three models of mutual influence exemplified the findings. The Buffered
Principal model, described by Whitaker (1995; as cited in Anderson, 2004) and by
Conley (1991; as cited in Anderson, 2004), portrayed the principal surrounded by teacher
leaders. Teacher leaders insulated the principal and frequently served as the mediator
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between the principal and other teachers. The Interactive Principal model depicted the
principal as interactive and involved with all teachers. This model mirrored
transformational leadership (Gronn, 1996; Leithwood et al., 1997; as cited in Anderson,
2004) and high-end participation (Taylor & Tashakkori, 1997; as cited in Anderson,
2004). In the final model, the Contested Principal model, the principal stood in opposition
to the teachers.
Findings from this study suggested that formal teacher leadership roles, such as
team leaders and department heads, inhibited some forms of teacher leadership. The
exclusion of some teachers reduced the number of teachers in informal leadership roles
and supported earlier findings by Leithwood and Jantzi (1997; as cited in Anderson,
2004) that formal leadership roles were used to exclude potential teacher leaders.
Anderson reported no limitations or implications from this study.
In another study examining the influence between teachers and principals, Keedy
and Simpson (2001) investigated the flow of influence in four American high schools.
Using a sociocultural case study design, the researchers specifically examined the flow of
influence from principal to teachers and from teachers to principal. Theoretical
groundings were derived from "leadership operationalized as the intersection among
priorities, norms, and influence" (p. 11).
Using the reputation technique, selection of participants (n = 4) occurred
purposefully. Professors and directors of education in school agencies provided nominees
based on the selection criteria: (a) demonstrated leadership in improving the school and
(b) student outcomes improved during tenure as principal, which resulted in four males
with an average age of 48 years. Following the selection of the principals, Keedy and
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Simpson (2001) requested that each principal select 10 teachers who were representative
of the entire faculty in terms of length of tenure and of department chairs.
Keedy and Simpson (2001) conducted week-long site visits and daily interviews
with each principal. The focus of each interview varied daily: (a) school conditions at the
beginning of principals' tenure, (b) biographical influences and values reflective of
principals' intentions, (c) principals' vision and discrepancies between current status and
future possibilities, and (d) deliberations and actions emerging from visions and missions
of the principals. Three questions provided the framework for teacher interviews.
Question one inquired as to how the principal helped improve the school. The second
question queried insights and interpretations that teachers attributed to principals'
decisions, and the final question asked teachers to identify the norms that clarified the
way things worked in defining the relationship between the teacher and principal (Keedy
& Simpson). The researchers used probes specific to each research question to delve
deeper and to generate examples.
The researchers recorded interview data as field notes and audio-taped data prior
to the collection of new data. Each week data were transcribed following the site visit.
Exit focus groups consisted of four to six teacher research participants at each school who
clarified wording of norms on the norm checklist. Research coordinators at each school
received the norm checklists with instructions for teachers. The checklists had a
Cronbach alpha of .83. The participant response rate was 73%. Using inductive analysis,
the researchers categorized data from teacher interviews and collapsed the categories
until four administration professors generated a minimum inter-rated agreement of .80.
These categories confirmed principal-attributed priorities as an additional validity
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measure. Inductive analysis using a two-step process was used to identify common
patterns from principal deliberations and actions and to integrate teacher interpretations
of principal actions, which provided contextual validity (Reason, 1981; as cited in Keedy
& Simpson, 2001). Several reviews of the transcripts and initial codings revealed two or
three priorities for each principal.
Relevant findings included principals' self-reported deliberations contextualized
through teacher perspectives, identified goals and principal priorities, and an analysis of
influence reciprocity. Other findings indicated agreement between what teachers reported
they observed occurring in their schools and the identified norms for each school 84% of
the time, collectively. Three of the four schools had high agreement rates (90%, 92%,
91%, and 68%).
The first case study focused on Principal Brown from Moore High School (aliases
used for schools and principals). In the beginning of his tenure, Brown first relied on
positional authority to achieve and maintain an orderly environment. He assigned
teachers duties that included supervision of students and increased instructional time.
After restoring order, Brown focused on shared governance with teachers. Faculty noted
more reciprocity among themselves, and Brown immersed himself in curriculum.
Brown's perception of his role changed; he perceived himself as team member and
facilitator. Priorities for action included empowering teachers using shared decision
making, serving as team member and facilitator, and retaining managerial responsibilities
in specific areas. Findings revealed a reasonable match between teacher-attributed
priorities and each of the following: (a) shared governance, (b) managerial prerogative,
(c) teacher professional climate, (d) student discipline, and (e) facility and grounds
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improvement. Findings supported the existence of a reciprocal flow of influence between
principal and teachers.
At Wells High School, Principal Lee perceived positional power as his
prerogative. When he began his tenure, student behavior emerged as a serious problem.
Lee embraced two priorities for action: "(a) managerial control and (b) building his
power base with parents" (Keedy & Simpson, 2001, p 25). Confirmation of his
management orientation surfaced in the teacher-attributed principal priorities, which
included student discipline, community relations, communication within the school,
school pride, instructional improvement, and professional climate. The norms confirmed
Lee's priorities of positional leadership and managerial control. Little reciprocity of
influence emerged; rather, Lee grounded his priorities and leadership orientation
positionally.
Nottingham High School, the third school, initially lacked a safe and orderly
environment. Principal Burke and some teachers perceived that students ran the school.
Previously, the school served as a preparatory school. Desegregation changed the
demographics from overwhelmingly Caucasian to one-half Caucasian and one-half
African-American. Burke embraced unilateral (positional) leadership to restore order,
ensure safety, and remove teachers. Burke used his skill of influencing people to bring a
magnet program to the school, which he reasoned would attract more academically
accelerated students. Concurrently, while the magnet program increased enrollment by
200 students, Burke enhanced his rapport by using his people skills. Priorities for Burke
included visualizing a connection among the behavior of students, the expertise of
teachers, and the support of parents, and using his rapport and people skills. Teacher-
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attributed principal priorities encompassed student behavior, instructional programs,
student achievement, rapport with teachers and parents, and resource and facility
improvements. The flow of influence supported reciprocity.
Principal Jackson found that apathy pervaded the environment at Carmichael
High School. He worked to lessen the blase attitude, removed ineffective employees, and
modeled high expectations and behaviors. Discipline problems resulting in suspensions
decreased over time, as did the number of students skipping classes. Jackson wanted
students to learn social responsibility, and he desired to help disadvantaged students. His
priorities included providing due process for students, making a difference in the lives of
students, and employing participatory management, which he believed would more
effectively meet students' needs. Teachers did not confirm the participatory management
priority, but they did attest to Jackson's valuing of due process and serving as a counselor
to better the lives of disadvantaged students. Inconsistency arose for other norms in the
area of discipline, and low agreement surfaced for norms such as supporting teachers and
sharing a mission. Jackson influenced his teachers; however, the influence was
controversial for some teachers.
Two schools (Moore and Nottingham) exhibited a two-way flow of influence
between teachers and principals; and two schools (Wells and Carmichael) demonstrated
little evidence of influence reciprocity. Principals Brown and Burke (Moore and
Nottingham, respectively) both depended upon teachers and recognized their
contribution. Principals Lee and Jackson (Wells and Carmichael, respectively) did not
return to their positions the next year. The superintendent demoted Lee, and a merger of
schools placed Jackson in a central office position. Lee received the lowest agreement
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percentages, even with a strong parent base. Jackson's priority of participatory
management surfaced as the only priority not confirmed in this study.
In another study that examined relationships and roles of teacher leaders, Little
(1982) conducted an ethnographic study of the organizational characteristics conducive to
continued learning on the job. Organizational change theory provided the theoretical
grounding in this study. The researcher questioned the nature of role definition, the shape
of role relationships, and the degree to which current role expectations promoted
professional growth.
Six purposefully selected schools included one elementary and one high school
with high success and high involvement, one elementary and one high school with high
success and low involvement, and one elementary and one high school with low success
and high involvement. Over 19 weeks, researchers conducted semi-structured interviews
with district-level administrators (n = 14), teachers (n = 105), and school-level
administrators (n= 14) and conducted observations in teachers' classrooms (n = 80),
during six staff development meetings, and in common areas such as hallways and
cafeterias.
The constant comparative method used for data analysis yielded a lengthy list of
teacher interactions from all six schools, to include lending and borrowing materials and
asking for occasional advice. Interactions identified in only some schools included
advocating the adoption of a new idea, extensive discussion of teaching practices, and
willingness to work together to solve problems related to students. Four interactions
emerged as critical practices necessary to continuous teacher professional growth: (a)
frequent, continuous, increasingly concrete, and precise talk about teaching practices; (b)
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frequent observation of teaching techniques with feedback; (c) teachers teaching each
other; and (d) teachers planning, designing, researching, evaluating, and preparing
teaching materials together. In four schools with high success in all four critical practice
activities, the practices occurred throughout the building and in meetings, hallways,
classrooms, work rooms, and other areas. Staff in the two schools identified as high
involvement and high success exhibited the critical practice so frequently that it was
difficult for researchers to find a time and place when it did not occur. Focus on practice
distinguished successful schools from unsuccessful schools. Interactions focused on
concrete or practical matters, and its relevance transferred to participation in professional
trainings. Reciprocal interaction occurred and included a large proportion of teachers in
successful schools.
Teachers viewed the principal as the endorser of collegial work in all schools,
according to Little (1982). Some schools included the department heads and influential
teachers in this role. Staff development appeared to have the greatest potential for
influencing teachers in buildings where collegiality was the norm. Staff learning had the
greatest potential when it stimulated the critical practices.
Whereas Little and other researchers (Anderson, 2004; Keedy & Simpson, 2001)
advocated that principals share power, it was KERA's mandate that principals share
power with teachers to encourage collective decision making for school improvement.
Studies conducted on teacher empowerment and school-based governance provided
insight into the processes used by principals to empower teachers, yet some studies also
unearthed lingering concerns that power remained exclusively with the principal (Hart &
Bredeson, 1996; Keedy & Simpson, 2001; Leithwood & Jantzi, 1990; Short, 1994). In the
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following study, practices of the principal were examined in schools identified as
embracing a collaborative culture.
To study how collaboration developed in a reform environment,
Leithwood and Jantzi (1990) conducted an exploratory investigation of principal
practices in schools exhibiting a collaborative culture derived from a three-year school
improvement initiative. The researchers sought to learn how collaborative school cultures
developed during school reform efforts and how principals influenced that process. The
researchers asked the extent to which schools achieved collaborative teacher culture.
They also asked how collaborative goals were achieved through the pursuit of larger
goals and what strategies were used by school administrators to develop more
collaborative goals.
Leithwood and Jantzi (1990) selected six schools from a larger study on school
improvement conducted on behalf of Ontario's Ministry of Education. Six additional
schools unrelated to the larger study enlarged the size of the sample (n = 12). Interviews
(N = 133), two-day visits to each school, and questionnaires provided data. Two
interviewers collected data on the change process by using two versions of a semistructured instrument. The researchers used Little's (1982; as cited in Leithwood &
Jantzi, 1990) six indicators of collaboration to assess the extent to which collaboration
had occurred: (a) teachers discussing classroom practices; (b) teacher observations; (c)
teachers planning, designing, and evaluating teaching materials; and (d) practices being
taught among teachers. Data were analyzed by teams; each analyzed data from two
schools. Individual matrices created for each participant provided data for the creation of
school matrices.
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Findings indicated that principals employed six strategies to influence school
culture and to increase collaboration: (a) strengthening the culture, (b) using bureaucratic
mechanisms, (c) fostering staff development, (d) direct communication, (e) sharing power
and responsibility, and (f) using rituals and symbols to express cultural values
(Leithwood & Jantzi, 1990, p. 274). Strengthening the culture provided opportunities for
teachers to share and to collaborate. Examples of these opportunities included teachers
observing one another teach, scheduling common planning time, and organizing staff
retreats. The use of bureaucratic mechanisms manifested in school scheduling, financial
support such as providing resources, and evaluation. Fostering staff development, the
third strategy, provided opportunities for teachers to improve their skills and knowledge
levels. To indicate the pervasiveness of the fourth strategy, frequent and direct
communication, principals used words such as "... informing, persuading, directing,
writing, negotiating ..." (p. 274). Strategy four, sharing power and responsibility,
surfaced as delegation of power that traditionally lay with the principal. When principals
used rituals and symbols to express cultural values, they recognized the contribution of
others who had contributed to improvement from a collaborative culture.
The evolution of the principal role from positional power to power shared
provided for collaboration for school improvement. Interestingly, 70% of the teachers
believed that a collaborative environment existed in their schools.
Similar to Leithwood and Jantzi (1990), who studied collaboration in a reform
environment, Short (1994) identified the attitudes, roles, and knowledge the principals
used in empowered schools that promote self-managing work groups to transform into
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self-evaluative, self-monitoring, and self-reinforcing groups. The theoretical framework
grounding their study placed teachers at the center of improvement.
Short (1994) purposefully selected four schools reputed for using interdisciplinary
teams. University professors, public school personnel, and school administrators provided
information to Short on the schools' implementation of interdisciplinary teams. To select
the final four schools for the study, Short conducted two-day site visits at each potential
site and selected four schools meeting the selection criteria: (a) autonomous functioning
teams and (b) self-directed teams. Data collection occurred through structured interviews,
observations, and mining of documents. Observations occurred three days each week;
spanned a six-month period of time; and focused on the principal, full operations of the
school to establish context, and team meetings to examine the self-managing interactions
of the members.
Short (1994) coded the data and used content analysis to organize responses from
interviews. Observation data were coded and analyzed to identify trends and themes. To
triangulate the data, Short used document analysis and observation and structured
interview data. Focus groups met with a sample of students from teams on three
occasions. Multiple researchers collected and cross-checked the emerging themes during
data reduction, which provided additional data triangulation.
Findings indicated the emergence of several themes: (a) facilitated reflection, (b)
facilitated goal setting, (c) facilitated self-criticism, and (d) facilitated team selfreinforcement. Additional findings focused on dialogue between principals and teams.
Short (1994) found that principals stimulated teacher thinking by encouraging reflection
on academic success. Principal conversations encouraged discourse about goal setting
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and nudged teachers to recognize their own successes. Principal communication
increased reflection on teaching and learning and enhanced instructional capacity, as
evidenced by a principal's comments that teachers made more informed decisions than
he.
While many studies focused on collaboration, other studies investigated how the
structures of empowerment from the policy exchange in education reform translated into
school improvement. Findings from the study by Keedy and Achilles (1997) confirmed
that simply implementing structures of empowerment without a deeper conceptualization
failed to provide the foundation for improvement. This speculation also is exemplified in
the following study illustrating that the structure of self-governance itself did not translate
into an effective school. Talley and Keedy (2006) conducted an inductive, comparative
case study to identify the enabling conditions apropos to building instructional capacity
created by school councils. Policy linkages among education reform provided the
theoretical framework: (a) shared decision making, (b) improved student outcomes, and
(c) school capacity building. The researchers noted a lack of empirical linkage among
these three policy dimensions and sought clarification. Employing a purposeful sample,
Talley and Keedy selected school sites using four criteria: (a) reputation as a highperforming council whose decisions positively influenced student achievement, (b)
academic performance demonstrating steady increase, (c) student subgroup populations
for minority and economically disadvantaged students at or above the district averages,
and (d) principal serving for three to five years. The district school decision-making
coordinator identified school councils meeting these criteria, forming the final selection
pool of schools (Jordan High School, Monroe High School, and Center Elementary).
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Talley and Keedy (2006) collected data through an initial unstructured interview
with school administrators, council members, and teacher leaders. The researchers
employed criterion-based sampling techniques (Merriam, 1988, p. 48; citing Goetz &
LeCompte, 1984) to select participants and based the selection upon reputed knowledge
and experience of the schools. Other faculty and staff members identified as active in
implementation of council policies emerged through the use of the "snowball" technique
from Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996, p. 234; as cited in Talley & Keedy, 2006, p. 10).
Following the first interview round, the researchers used an unstructured format for
subsequent interviews. Observations occurred during school activities and included
council meetings, committee and department meetings, and other daily activities. The
data were collected through document mining using memos, council and committee
meeting minutes, school newsletters, improvement plans, policy documents, and results
from state assessments.
Data collection and analysis occurred concurrently. Talley and Keedy (2006)
collected and categorized data and compared new data to existing data. This process
continued until the researchers reached a data saturation point. A database developed by
the researchers organized data by labeling of data sources, types of data, and dates.
Triangulation of data occurred iteratively throughout the process using multiple sites and
sources, as well as across three school councils. Contextual validity emerged through the
"think description" (Merriam, 1998, pp. 27-28; as cited in Talley & Keedy, 2006) and
through interviews; participants verified or rejected emerging themes. The researchers
noted that the use of the constant comparative method of analysis was valid. Using crosscase analysis, Talley and Keedy determined similarities and differences across the school
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councils, which provided for analytical generalizations (Yin, 1994; as cited in Talley &
Keedy, 2006).
The district served 92,000 students. Students eligible for free and reduced lunch
comprised 47% in middle school, 59% in elementary school, and 29% at the high school
level. Minority enrollment in the middle and elementary schools encompassed 31% of the
students and 27% at the high school. The district included 20 high schools, 25 middle
schools, and 100 elementary schools. Magnet schools pulled students from across the
district to participate in specialized programs, and "resides" schools served specific
geographic areas. Talley and Keedy (2006) noted that a major challenge for the district
arose from magnet schools competing with lower-income urban resides schools, as
funding of schools was based on enrollment.
The first school, Jordan High School, had 1,100 students with a demographic
configuration of 30% ethnic minority, 13% disabled, and 33% low socioeconomic levels
based on eligibility for free or reduced lunch. Jordan High School was served by 3
assistant principals, 3 counselors, and 66 teachers. Three enabling conditions emerged
from the school council. First, the council operated as the "nexus of a problem-solving
web of committees" (Talley & Keedy, 2006, p. 14). Teachers, parents, and sometimes
community members served on committees. The second condition involved "shared
power within the school by involving teachers and parents in decision making" (p. 15).
Power sharing transcended the council structure and emerged within the committees and
within communication documents (e.g., memos). The final condition appeared in the
council's power sharing through which teachers held themselves accountable for student
outcomes. In analyzing the data from Jordan High School, Talley and Keedy indicated
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that the school council delegated decision making to councils and involved committees,
which created a sense of shared responsibility permeating across the school.
Decentralized power, collective responsibility for student achievement, and a focus on
the mission of the school created a democratic council at Jordan High School.
Of the 630 students who attended Monroe High School, 40% represented an
ethnic minority, 45% were eligible for free or reduced lunch, and 17% of the students
were disabled. The principal had served on the district panel for school councils and the
appellate board that arbitrated complaints related to school council decisions. Findings
revealed three enabling conditions. The first, involving parents and staff in decision
making, revealed a sense of support among parents, teachers, and the principal. Evidence
of involvement surfaced in teacher responsiveness to parent concerns and in the support
provided to teachers by the principal. The second condition, promoting student
achievement, served as an almost exclusive focus of the school council along with
teaching and learning. The final enabling condition the school council exhibited involved
the principal "... supporting the collective efficacy of shared decision making ..." (Talley
& Keedy, 2006, p. 19). The principal served as the gatekeeper and maintained focus on
the tasks of the school council. Talley and Keedy noted that increased involvement by
teachers and parents emerged as a result of the responsiveness of the school council. In
addition, they found fusion among the three themes that contributed to building
instructional capacity among the stakeholders.
At Center Elementary School, which served students from kindergarten through
fifth grade, 550 students comprised the population. Center had a transient population and
served as a resides school. Ethnic minority students represented half the population.
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Students eligible for free or reduced lunch numbered 88%, and the percentage of students
identified "at-risk" ranged from 85 - 90%. Researchers found three enabling conditions
evident. The principal's facilitation of shared decision making surfaced as the first
enabling condition. The second condition identified at Center Elementary School
involved the family-like environment that surfaced as a result of shared decision making.
Finally, the third condition revealed that the council operated as the executive decisionmaking body.
Four enabling conditions generalized conditions across the three schools: (a)
council collaboration with committees, (b) principal facilitation of shared decision
making, (c) council focus on student achievement, and (d) council promotion of staff
accountability regarding student outcomes. Talley and Keedy (2006) found that teachers
not serving on school councils participated through committee structures, academic
departments, and grade-level teams. A bottom-up decision-making network developed,
allowing decisions to be made by teams and committees, and the school council served as
their clearinghouse. Principals facilitating shared decision making by embracing clear
priorities for sharing power in leadership appeared to be distributed throughout each
school. To maintain a strong focus on student achievement and to integrate the norm of
student focus, councils grounded the students' first premise in improvement plans,
analyzed data, and provided targeted assistance to struggling students. Councils promoted
staff accountability for student achievement through their communications, coordination,
and collaboration.
Talley and Keedy (2006) noted several enabling conditions identified in previous
studies did not emerge in their study: (a) conflict in decision making among council
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members, (b) program coherence, (c) planned, systematic professional development of
council members and other staff members, and (d) financial resources. The researchers
posited that in order for improvement to occur in schools not in the upper echelon of a
district, enabling practices identified from their study and those previously identified by
other researchers may need to be present. "... mere implementation of councils does not
equate to improving schooling's enabling conditions" (p. 32). They predicted, however,
that these conditions have potential. The researchers reported a limitation inherent in case
studies: the small number of participants (schools as units of study). They also noted a
limitation involving the inclusion of only a single school district.
In summary, principals employed six strategies to influence school culture and to
increase collaboration, according to Leithwood and Jantzi (1990). Sharing power and
responsibility surfaced as one of the strategies identified in their study, which examined
principal practices in schools exhibiting a collaborative culture. Talley and Keedy (2006)
identified enabling conditions related to building instructional leadership. They noted that
several conditions identified in previous research did not emerge in the schools in their
study. They argued that simply implementing school councils did not result in improving
the enabling conditions in a school. Short (1994) explored the attitudes, roles, and
knowledge principals used to empower schools in developing self-managing work
groups. Relevant to this researcher's study, Short found that principals who facilitated
teacher reflection on teaching and learning improved instructional capacity.
Despite this advocacy for principals and teacher leaders to share power, one
obstacle encountered was a clash between school and district norms. Keedy and Allen
(1998) conducted an inductive investigation to examine a school district's norms from the
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perspective of a rural school leader and to ascertain the impact of these norms on the
revitalization goals of the school. The need for school districts to support school
improvement efforts provided the conceptual framework for the study.
Researchers employed a purposeful selection process. Participant selection
criteria included three requirements: (a) all members should be central to school
improvement efforts, (b) agreement to participate should exist in field studies, and (c)
representation should be apparent across the faculty. Participants included a first-year
African-American principal, a Caucasian, veteran first-grade teacher, a Caucasian 24year old fourth-grade teacher, and an African-American veteran sixth-grade teacher.
Data collection occurred through eight semi-structured principal and teacher
onsite interviews and four telephone interviews, observations, mining of documents, and
the Group Development Assessment. Observation data were recorded as field notes from
seven district-level Leadership Academy meetings. Other participants included a secondgrade and a kindergarten teacher, the assistant superintendent, and the superintendent, all
African-American. Mined documents from the district and school levels included a
memorandum, state education agency report cards, results from a curriculum audit,
school personnel summaries, and the daily newspaper. The Group Development
Assessment instrument (as cited in Keedy & Allen, 1998) measured group task
behaviors: (a) orientation, (b) organization, (c) open data flow, and (d) problem solving.
It also measured process behaviors that included dependency, conflict, cohesion, and
interdependence. Using a Likert-type scale with 6 = highest and 1 = lowest, this
instrument had a Cronbach alpha of .69.

84

To analyze data, Keedy and Allen (1998) constructed categories inductively,
compared new data to previously coded and categorized data to ensure congruency, and
compared school goals and district norms. To ensure trustworthiness of the data,
researchers triangulated across data sources and invited three informants to comment on
findings. Researchers noted two study limitations: (a) data were collected from one
school, which limited perspective; and (b) the purposeful sample limited representation of
the entire faculty.
Findings provided the school and district context and included school goals and
district norms. The principal identified three school goals: (a) making the school the
center for improvement efforts, (b) improving collaboration between parents and
teachers, and (c) matching appropriate instruction with learning objectives. In comparison
to other schools in the district, the leadership team began to develop skills in identifying
and solving some workplace problems. These skills depicted the beginning of skill
development in the process of making the school the center for improvement efforts,
according to data from the Group Development Assessment instrument. Mean scores for
this school ranked highest in the district in orientation, organization, and problem solving
and second in open flow data and interdependence. Support for the second school goal
was derived from comments by teachers and from a petition supporting the
reappointment of the principal. Support for the third school goal surfaced in an increase
in some assessment results. For example, fourth-grade student assessment scores
increased in writing by 17%; sixth-grade writing assessment scores increased 21%; and
reading, mathematics, and social studies scores demonstrated some improvements.
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District goals, outside of increasing assessment scores, did not exist. District
norms indicated a lack of vision and focus, a control orientation toward the schools,
defensiveness and blaming others, and personnel turnover, which at one time included the
absence of a superintendent. These symbiotic and deeply-entrenched norms surfaced in
the lack of follow through by central office staff in assisting the school to meet its goal of
centering improvement efforts. The teachers blamed central office staff members for
unacceptable student outcomes because they believed they lacked decision-making
abilities for their own classrooms. Teachers also perceived that they never received the
whole picture and that expectations often approached the unrealistic, such as the
expectation to implement a strategy with inadequate training. Poor communication
exhibited by unfocused conversations created a barrier between the school and central
office staff. The constant personnel turnover worsened the conditions.
District norms influenced the work climate at the school level. The lack of focus
inherent in a vision and in goals loomed as a barrier between the school and district. The
lack of trust and the control orientation divided staff and created cliques, which promoted
the lack of engagement by staff members at the school level. The lack of communication
attributed to the district projected into the school environment and was evidenced by
statements accusing the principal of not disseminating important information to the staff
members in a timely fashion. Insecurity described by a teacher manifested from the
district norm of blaming each other and also trickled into the school environment.
Finally, personnel turnover at the district level left the schools fending for themselves to
arrange professional development; and, at the school level, a lack of continuity occurred
when a position remained unfilled.
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Keedy and Allen (1997) noted that the school staff demonstrated beginning skills
in functioning as a collective body from the leadership cadre's efforts. Conflicting district
norms of control orientation collided with the collaborative environment desired at the
school level. The district failed to renew the principal's contract. The district arose as an
obstructive barrier at the school level for not meeting the aforementioned goals.
Keedy and Allen (1997) suggested that the district adhered to the Effective
Schools ideology, which emphasized strong-willed principals, while the school clung to a
desire for a more collaborative workplace. The different ideologies set the two groups on
a collision course. Researchers suggested a normative environment binding the district to
its schools. Keedy and Allen posited that the state could hire new administrators for this
district, a more cost-effective approach than taking over the school district with
administrators at distant locations.
Because school councils function as a formal leadership team and leadership
arises outside of formal roles (i.e., council member, department head, team leader), it is
important to examine the nature of teacher leadership as it relates to serving in any formal
and informal leadership roles. Ryan (1999), for instance, conducted a multi-site case
study to investigate the perceived impact of teacher leadership and to examine the
conditions that support or constrain teacher leadership in schools. Noting the existence of
little research on teacher leadership, Ryan grounded the study in a review of literature as
an intellectual springboard: (a) concepts of leadership and teacher leadership, (b)
perceived impact of teacher leadership, (c) conditions that support teacher leadership, and
(d) conditions that constrain teacher leadership.
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Ryan (1999) examined seven secondary schools initiating change as an extension
of an earlier study (Leithwood, Jantzi, Ryan, & Steinback, 1997; as cited in Ryan, 1999).
More than 400 teachers nominated their peer teachers whom they regarded as leaders
(excluding principals and assistant principals). Another consideration for selection
included little teacher turnover in school staffs. After ranking nominated teachers by the
number of times they were nominated, the top ranking 4 teachers from each school, all 3
principals, and 18 teachers who served as nominators completed the sample. Ryan
purposefully selected three schools from among the original seven to ensure variety in
size and context. Two Catholic schools and one public school participated in the study,
all located in different school districts and each representing a different demographic
student population.
Semi-structured, onsite interviews, direct observations, and a review of
documents comprised the collected data. Ryan (1999) used an interview protocol and
gathered data from three different perspectives: (a) nominators, (b) nominees, and (c)
principals. Data were analyzed through transcriptions of the audio-taped interviews using
constant comparative methods. Ryan coded the transcript, developed idea units, and
identified themes in the demographic data apropos to the philosophies and personal
characteristics of the nominees and principals. The researcher coded individual response
sets, developed a three-celled matrix, and built a separate matrix for each research
question and for each perceptive. Looking to the literature, Ryan applied empirical-based
concepts, and the final themes emerged.
Findings on teacher leader impact, as perceived by teacher leaders and those who
nominated them, produced somewhat similar results. Nominators and nominees identified
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improvement of teaching practices and serving as a resource to others as the most
significantly impacted areas. Both groups also identified an impact on the school in
general by teacher leaders. In the first two schools, both groups reported that teacher
leaders influenced the principal. In the third school, both groups believed that influence
existed because of their ability to convince the principal of priorities.
Ryan (1999) used categories on learning organizations from Leithwood (1995; as
cited in Ryan 1999) for coding. In the first category, vision, all groups (nominators,
nominees, and principals) responded. In the first and second schools, participants
explicitly discussed vision; at the third school, it arose implicitly in the commitment to
students. When referring to culture, the second category, participants in the first school
indicated the existence of a culture focused on practice, sharing ideas, and working
together. In the second and third schools, references to culture emerged in the context of
providing suitable programs. School structure differed at each school, according to
respondents. In the first school, no formal committee or decision-making structure
existed, yet participants noted that ad hoc committees formed as needed. Although the
first school did not have formal structures, and participants reported that ad hoc
committees did not always work, all felt they had influence through teacher leaders
(nominated). In schools two and three, a formal decision-making structure existed, even
though participants in the third school reported that the system functioned less than
effectively. Of particular relevance to this study, the principal at the first school
recognized that teachers outside of the core group lobbied for support from this group for
implementation of their idea.
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Ryan (1999) analyzed principal leadership through the lens of transformational
leadership (Leithwood, 1992; Leithwood & Jantzi, 1996; Leithwood, Jantzi, Steinback,
1995, as cited in Ryan, 1999). The nominator and nominee teachers indicated that all
principals provided support for individuals expressing interest in leadership activities.
The principal in the first school promoted shared purposes and goals by providing
training and a culture of collaboration; however, the lack of a formal committee structure
reflected that the principal did not share leadership. On the other hand, the principal of
the second school received high marks from all participants in every leadership
dimension, including the sharing of power. In school three, dissatisfaction dominated the
participants' views. They reported that the committee structure did not work and that they
lacked authority. The participants from school three, however, believed that they
continued to influence their principal through their persuasive powers. Yet, all three
principals reported, "... leading from the side" (Ryan).
In conclusion, all nominators and nominees reported that the traditional structures
of school impeded the progress of collaboration. Principals reported constraints such as
teachers' unions and reluctance of some teachers to take on additional responsibilities.
Ryan (1999) noted that participation in decision making occurred in all three schools.
Findings, according to Ryan, provided support that decision making can occur through an
informal structure. Ryan also noted that constraints to shared decision making differed in
all schools. All principals reflected constructs of transformational leaders in the mission
of the school and in staff support. The principals, however, did not actively provide
teachers with opportunities for shared leadership.
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Ryan (1999) revealed a need for additional research on teacher leaders and
suggested that future researchers consider limiting the participants to teachers not serving
in leadership roles, such as department heads. Ryan further suggested that investigators
shift their focus from the leadership of the principal to the leadership of teachers, which
was congruent with education reform and increased instructional capacity.
These last two studies illuminated the experiences of principals and teacher
leaders as power is disseminated among teachers. Barriers included the potential
exclusion of teachers not serving in formalized leadership roles (Ryan, 1999) and lack of
congruency between district and school norms (Keedy & Allen, 1998). Ryan found that
teacher leaders influenced the principal. Examples of empowered teachers and
comparisons of schools illustrated that the degree of empowerment and the level of
implementation of self-governance varied greatly from school to school. The following
study examined principal behaviors.
Davis and Wilson (2000) conducted a correlation study to investigate how
principal-empowering behaviors focused on teacher intrinsic empowerment, job
satisfaction, and job stress. According to the researchers, this study filled a void in
previous research, which failed to link intrinsic empowering behaviors of the leader to
job satisfaction and job stress of teachers. Three major perspectives grounded this study.
The first perspective from Vogt and Murrell's (1990) model viewed empowerment
intrinsically, positing that the leader establishes an open climate. The second part of the
theoretical grounding and to understand motivation, Davis and Wilson used a cognitive
model (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990; as cited in Davis & Wilson, 2000). The model
employed the perceptive of intrinsic motivation and encompassed four factors: (a)
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impact, (b) competence, (c) meaningfulness, and (d) choice. The final perceptive was
derived from principal influence on job satisfaction.
Researchers used a convenience sample spanning elementary schools located in
eastern Washington. Two criteria guided the principal selection process: (a) served for at
least one year and (b) employed as a principal and not a head teacher. Permission from
the superintendents provided entry for the researchers to contact school principals.
Collectively, elementary school principals (n - 57) and elementary school teachers (n =
660) represented 44 schools. Each principal selected a teacher representative to
coordinate survey distribution, collection, and submission of data.
Using a questionnaire developed by Tymon (1988; as cited in Davis & Wilson,
2000), data were collected on four variables: (a) principal-empowering behavior, (b)
motivation, (c) job satisfaction, and (d) job stress. The questionnaire had Cronbach's
alpha coefficients ranging from r = .73 to r = .94 for motivation; r = .62 for job stress;
r = .91 for principal's self score on empowering behaviors, and r = .98 for teachers'
ratings of principals' behaviors; and r = .72 for job satisfaction (Tymon, 1988; as cited in
Davis & Wilson, 2000).
Schools served as the unit of analysis. A significant correlation existed between
principal-empowering behaviors and teacher motivation (r = .38; p < .01). As principalempowering behaviors increased, teacher motivation increased as well. The empowering
behaviors also significantly related to teachers' perceptions that they fulfilled workrelated tasks (r = .37; p < .01) and that they had choices leading to positive outcomes (r =
.36; p < .01). Teacher motivation significantly correlated with job satisfaction (r = .56;
p < .01) and job stress (r = .53; p < .01).
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Findings supported the prediction that as principals displayed increased
empowering behaviors grounded in the intrinsic or personal power of teachers, teachers
held stronger beliefs that they had choices and that their choices had impact. The
researchers reported teachers assigned less value to the perceived efforts of the principals
who engaged in capacity building behaviors to empower teachers, including
collaboration. Oppositely, teachers assigned a higher value to tasks, goals, and purposeful
work.
As demonstrated in the three studies above, effectively implementing
decentralization at the school level involves more than just the stakeholders in a school.
Findings from Keedy and Allen's (1998) study indicated that district norms influenced
the school work environment as well. Findings revealed that a lack of trust between the
school and the district divided school staff and created cliques. Davis and Wilson (2000)
investigated principal-empowering behaviors that focused on teachers' intrinsic
empowerment, job satisfaction, and job stress and found that empowering behaviors were
grounded in the personal power of teachers. Ryan (1999) investigated the perceived
impact of teacher leaders and the conditions that support or constrain teacher leadership.
Principals reported constraints such as teachers' unions and the reluctance of some
teachers to take on additional work. Ryan reported that constraints to teacher leadership
differed in all three schools. Additionally, Ryan's findings revealed that principals did not
actively provide teachers with opportunities for shared leadership. In the next study,
researchers examined the processes of power sharing.
Davis and Wilson (2000) noted the limits of their study and suggested that
additional research was needed to enhance the knowledge of the principal's role in
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developing "... a sense of personal, intrinsic empowerment among teachers and its
relationship relates to teachers' quality of life in the workplace" (p. 352). The next study
provided insight into the process of empowerment for teachers. Keedy and Finch (1994)
conducted an interpretive case study to investigate the process used by a high school
principal and teachers to learn to share power. Noting a lack of research to guide teachers
and principals in how to integrate shared governance using managerial structures and
processes, Keedy and Finch designed and grounded the study in the theoretical
framework of power in school restructuring.
The participant served as a high school principal in a rural community. Prior to
accepting the principal position, he had negotiated autonomy in his contract, which
manifested as a crucial factor. Collection of data occurred through a series of five
interviews, during which the principal detailed his mission, the political and professional
context of the school, his vision for school improvement, and his intentions and strategies
used to accomplish school improvement. Additional data were derived from ten teacher
research participants who provided insight into how the principal assisted in the
improvement of the school and from the norm checklist completed by 33 teachers and the
assistant principal (response rate of 91%). The norm checklist had a coefficient alpha
estimate of .81.
Keedy and Finch (1994) maintained field notes, which were later audio-taped and
transcribed. Perceptions from the ten teacher participants were coded and sorted into
categories. Keedy and Finch reviewed the tentative norms with a group of six participants
to promote face validity and to eliminate potentially distracting phrases from the
checklist. Using 70% as a cutoff, data from the norm checklist responses provided
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information on norms that constituted acceptable behavior in their school. The principal
and teachers reviewed the tentative patterns to validate the findings and to ground the
findings in the data. Triangulation of data occurred by constructing a chronological
framework of the principal's interpretation of his intentions and strategies as
improvement occurred and as a manifestation of empowerment. Interview data from
teachers supplied contextual richness and supported assertions for positional and shared
power employed by the principal.
Four stages encompassed the gradual process of power sharing demonstrated
between the principal and teachers: (a) unilateral or positional as a prerequisite, (b) the
principal's vision and implementation, (c) trial and experience process as contextual
meanings of power sharing was negotiated, and (d) the empowerment process realigning
roles between teachers and the principal. During the unilateral or positional stage,
teachers and the principal developed structures necessary for shared power. Throughout
the stage of vision and implementation by the principal, most teachers maintained their
positions on the sideline, but some teachers recognized that the principal's support of
shared power existed through his support of initial decisions. Trial and experience
occurred over four years and resulted in the institutionalization of shared power. Finally,
the empowerment process resulted in a more equitable distribution of power, propelling
the principal to serve as a team member with shared power rather than embracing all of
the power himself. Realignment of roles occurred and distributed power, which nudged
teachers to make choices and take responsibility while maintaining their sideline
positions.
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The principal initially used his unilateral position to restore an orderly and safe
environment for students and teachers. Once order became the norm, the principal and
teachers sought and achieved shared power. This case study exemplified how realignment
and redefining roles affect the distribution of power and responsibility. Keedy and Finch
(1994) noted that neither the principal nor the teachers controlled their shared
governance; rather, the process progressed naturally. As teachers grew in their abilities to
share power, the principal adopted a more facilitative role. Keedy and Finch found that
empowerment did not revolve around preset goals but, instead, nudged teachers to
evaluate and decide what the goals should entail.
The examination of principal recruitment was imperative, according to Keedy and
Finch (1994). They asserted that new principals needed to understand the benefits of
shared power as it related to school improvement. They also noted that shared power
brought shared responsibility.
Continuing this line of research on shared power, Davidson and Taylor (1999)
examined the importance of teacher empowerment and illustrated that empowered
teachers mitigated the effects of a principal perceived as a bad fit. Grounding the study in
previous findings on principal succession during restructuring, the researchers conducted
a case study to ascertain whether teacher leadership developed through the accelerated
schools process was a viable tool for sustaining school reform during principal
succession. Grounded in the Accelerated School Project, a restructuring comprehensive
school reform model, the study encompassed theories from teacher leadership and
principal succession.
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The Accelerated Schools Project immersed the staff in a process from which
teacher leaders emerged. Opposing positions on the effects of principal succession were
identified: (a) new principals considered "good fits" benefited the implementation of the
restructuring process and (b) new principals not considered "good fits" and not
embracing the current norms negatively affected the restructuring process. Teacher
leadership served as the independent variable, and the progress or sustainability from the
previously implemented reform models served as the dependent variable.
Two rural elementary schools that had experienced multiple principal turnovers
and participated in the Accelerated Schools Project were selected purposefully. The
researchers noted their prior knowledge of both schools. The first school, Truman
Elementary, participated in restructuring for four years under the direction of three
different principals. The second school, Langford Elementary, participated in
restructuring for six years with four different principals. Semi-structured interviews with
teachers in = 20) and principals (n = 24) provided the qualitative data. Protocols with ten
items for teachers and five items for principals guided the interview process. The
published report omitted critical details describing the type of methodology used to
analyze data.
Findings of this study suggested that strong teacher leadership mitigated the
effects of a "bad fit" in new leadership. Supportive leadership from an actively involved
principal and strong teacher leadership prevented any major disruptions in the
implemented reform project at Truman Elementary. Although the principal at Langford
Elementary failed to find her role within the reform project, teachers continued their
progress despite the lack of support from the principal. In schools with a first-year
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principal, the researchers reasoned that advancements in the implementation of a reform
model would naturally slow down due to the learning curve of a new principal.
Providing insight into the concerns of school councils in Kentucky schools, the
next two studies investigated the types of issues discussed by school councils. In the first
study, Klecker, Austin, and Burns (1999) conducted an analysis of variance (ANOVA)
and /-tests to examine the status of implementation of school councils in Kentucky and to
determine the types of decisions they made. The population for the study included school
councils from 1,032 Kentucky schools that had established school councils in 1997.
Researchers generated a stratified random sample of 344 schools representing
elementary, middle, and high schools from throughout the state; and an achieved sample
of 137 councils (40%) responded to a request to participate. Researchers performed the
Chi-square "goodness of fit" test to confirm that the sample adequately represented the
population.
Klecker et al. (1999) collected demographic data and school council meeting
minutes and agendas from July 1, 1996, to November 30, 1997. Researchers analyzed
data by coding 13 categories, which included the nine state-mandated categories of
responsibilities for school councils. A second researcher categorized a random sample of
data to strengthen the trustworthiness of the researchers' interpretations, which resulted in
an inter-rater reliability of .93. Researchers conducted /-tests on categorical variables that
served as independent variables such as region, school level, and length of principal
tenure. ANOVA and /-tests were performed to determine if significant differences existed
between and among groups in the categories of decisions that dominated school council
meeting agendas.
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No significant relationship was found between principal-level factors and school
council decisions. High school councils made more decisions about discipline and
personnel than elementary councils, and elementary school councils made fewer
decisions about curriculum than high school councils. All councils made significantly
more decisions about budgeting, procedures, and personnel than about curriculum and
instruction.
Din (1997) examined the categories of decisions made by rural school councils in
Kentucky districts. Using a stratified random sample of school councils, Din attained a
response rate of 52%, resulting in an achieved sample of 132 schools. Data were
collected using a survey that measured the extent to which councils worked to
accomplish the 16 "missions" described in Kentucky law. Findings indicated that the
time spent by rural school councils on instructional issues ranged from 5% to 90%,
resulting in an average of 34%. Lack of an instructional focus emerged as a key
challenge, according to respondents. Din postulated that principals frequently retained the
decision-making power despite the establishment of a school council.
Davidson and Taylor (1999) recommended that schools and districts select
principals based on the characteristics of the school environment. In addition, they
suggested that more teacher involvement in the process of selecting a new principal
would be beneficial. Teacher involvement could manifest through identifying the
characteristics desired in a new principal. Researchers articulated neither important next
steps for future research nor study limitations.
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Summary of Section
Findings from previous studies indicated that principals impacted school climate,
teacher behavior, and student achievement. While Krug (1992) noted a correlation
between instructional leadership and school climate, some researchers found that
principals directly affected teacher behaviors and indirectly influenced student
achievement (Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Snyder & Ebmeier, 1993). In their meta-analysis,
Marzano et al. (2005) found that principals had direct effects on student achievement.
According to Hallinger and Heck, principals who sustain the purpose and goals of the
schools had important indirect influences.
Education reforms have served as springboards for teacher empowerment. The
degree and success of shared power, however, varied from school to school. Barriers to
successfully disseminating power among teachers arose from a variety of areas including
a district office (Keedy & Allen, 1998); a lack of opportunities offered by principals
(Ryan, 1999); and an institutionalization of power in the principal position (Keedy &
Simpson, 2001). Leadership roles that excluded teachers not serving in formal leadership
positions also emerged as a roadblock to teacher empowerment (Anderson, 2004). Talley
and Keedy (2006) argued that simply establishing school councils did not translate into
school improvement. Principals who facilitated teacher reflection that focused on
teaching and learning increased instructional capacity in self-managing work groups
(Short, 1994).
Education reform and its accountability required that educators increase student
achievement in measurable ways (KERA, 1990; NCLB, 2001). Principals must be up to
date in knowledge and methods that encourage teacher capacity and must promote the
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changes necessary to accelerate student achievement. The spirit of education reform
embraces the idealization that principals sharing power with teachers will build
instructional capacity to improve the education of students. The literature reviewed in the
fourth section goes beyond establishing a school council and formal leadership roles by
inviting consideration of the processes and attributes that principals must possess and use
to effectively empower teachers, to facilitate reflective thinking, and to infuse theories
into the decision making and practices of themselves and others.
Theories in Practice
Education reform demands that schools increase student achievement. School
principals have the daunting task of leading school improvement to meet reform goals,
regardless of their intellectual abilities, preparation, or work experiences. Principals need
to empower teachers and help them reconceptionalize their roles. Several researchers
found that principals modeling desired behaviors for teachers facilitated these same
behaviors in teachers (Hallinger & Heck, 1998). First, however, principals must fuse their
own espoused theories with their own actions (Houchens, 2006; Keedy & Achilles,
1997). In this section, literature is reviewed that underscores a need to eliminate the gap
between principals' espoused theories and actual behaviors. The use of reflective
practices surfaced in some studies as a way to increase teacher and school effectiveness
(Keedy & Achilless, 1997; Short, 1994). Reflective practice is an integral part of theories
in practice (Argyris & Schon, 1974) and assists in merging theories with thinking and
actions.
A theory of practice, as defined by Argyris and Schon (1974), is

.. a set of

interrelated theories of action ... that specify ... the actions that will ... yield intended
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consequences" (p. 6). Argyris and Schon noted an incongruence between what
individuals say they did. Reconciling the two produces effectiveness and learning, which
is what principals need to model for teachers. Keedy and Achilles (1997) reported that a
review of research studies indicated relationships among teachers and principals
generally had not changed in tandem with restructuring efforts. These relationships lack
interdependence; rather, they are epitomized by isolation, independence, and control.
A natural progression from the literature reviewed thus far is to contemplate the
attributes, such as the problem-solving and cognitive abilities, that principals must
possess to eliminate the schism among principal thinking and actions. Researchers
pondered this question, as evidenced by the inquiries into this field (Hart & Bredeson,
1996; Keedy, 2005; Keedy & Grandy, 1999; Leithwood & Stager, 1989; Little, 1982).
The first two studies reviewed in this section examine principal problem solving.
Leithwood and Stager (1989) conducted a descriptive study to explore the central
elements of principal problem-solving processes: (a) to describe the nature and function
of each of these elements and to investigate the relationship among all elements and (b)
to identify the extent and nature of the differences in problem-solving processes between
expert principals and their more typical peers. Framing their study in the informationprocessing theory, they expressed a need for research focusing on unstructured problems,
or what Schon (1997) referred to as the indeterminate zones of practice or artistry of
school administration.
Participants (N= 22) served as principals in three school districts, which implied
that they were selected purposefully. The composition included 1 female and 21 male
principals. A two-step screening process identified the six expert principals within the
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group: (a) two central office administrators agreed on the principal's expertise and (b) the
principals responded to questions on The Principal Profile developed by Leithwood and
Montgomery (1986). The Principal Profile maintained reliability across 200 previous
administrations.
The collection of data involved interviews with each principal on two occasions.
During the first interview, principals performed a problem-solving task and reflected on
their own problem-solving abilities. The principals also indicated how they prioritized the
problems. As part of the second interview, principals ranked six problems in order of
clarity for the course of action, presented their solutions, and described problems with
similar degrees of clarity.
Using protocol analysis (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1986) and qualitative analysis
(Miles & Huberman, 1984), Leithwood and Stager (1989) prepared transcripts. Two
researchers (one of whom had participated in data collection) developed a system for
analyzing the protocols, which included developing grounded categories, refining
definitions and assignments to categories, developing subcategories, and reassigning
categories until researchers reached agreement.
Researchers combined the responses to examine the differences between the 6
expert principals and the 16 nonexperts. No differences emerged between the groups in
the total number of statements made by each group, but the least structured problems
generated more statements overall than did the structured problems. Least structured
problems produced more interpretative statements and fewer solution process statements.
Expert principals, when compared to nonexperts, focused less effort on problem
interpretation, expended more effort on determining the goals, noted no constraints to
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solving the problem, provided more detail about solutions, and made less unclassified
irrelevant statements.
Consensus among both groups emerged when classifying problems as most or
least structured. Differences between expert and nonexpert responses occurred in dealing
with the least structured problems. Nonexperts, for example, had difficulty in
understanding a problem posed about a primary language program, while experts did not
experience the same difficulty.
Grounded components emerged: (a) interpretation of the problem, (b) goals
indicating what principals wanted to achieve, (c) principles guiding principal thinking,
and (d) constraints depicting barriers or a range of solutions to problems. Differences
surfaced in the responses between expert and nonexpert principals' responses to least
structured and most structured problems; and (e) solution processes illustrated what
principals did to solve a problem based on their own interpretation of the problem,
principles, goals, and constraints. During problem solving, experts demonstrated an
ability to interpret the problem more clearly and comprehensively, pursued a broader
range of goals with more success in distinguishing knowledge from feelings, used their
principles as part of the problem-solving scheme, identified fewer constraints, and
employed consultation as part of the problem-solving process.
Generally, few differences surfaced between expert and nonexpert problemsolving processes when dealing with structured problems. Leithwood and Stager (1989)
posited that the typical principal in the study had 17 years of experience, which they
suggested may account for the consistency. Conversely, substantial differences emerged
in the responses of principals when dealing with problems lacking structure. After
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completion of the study, the researchers recognized that much of the data could have
been interpreted using the Showers and Canter (1985) social cognition theory, which
provides enlightenment into the meaning of the results from this study (as cited in
Leithwood & Stager, 1985). Implications noted by Leithwood and Stager focused on
theory and subsequent research. According to the researchers, limitations of this study
emerged in the selection of expert principals by inviting opinions of central office staff.
Following the Leithwood and Stager (1985) line of inquiry, Hart et al. (1996)
considered the emergence of new approaches in leadership to conduct a narrative study
investigating the dynamic problem-solving processes necessary to capitalize on emerging
approaches to educational leadership. Cognitive learning theory provided the conceptual
framework for this study which: (a) relates new data to what is already known
(association); (b) seeks relationships among the data (integration); (c) determines the
authenticity of ideas and feelings (validation); and (d) makes new knowledge one's own
(appropriation). The researchers examined the problem-solving errors and experiences of
school administrators.
The purposeful sample included two groups of educational administrators,
novices (n = 10) and experienced (n = 10). The novice group was comprised of eight
participants completing field experience for principal certification at a university and two
practicing administrators. The experienced group included only practicing principals who
had three or more years of experience. Data were collected through unstructured
interviews of one to two hours in length. As part of the interview, administrators
described one successful situation where they had identified and solved an educational or
organizational problem and one unsuccessful situation. Questioning probes used during
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the interview elicited elaborations and descriptions. Interviews were recorded and
transcribed.
Hart et al. (1996) used a three-step process for data analysis: (a) manuscripts read
independently by all researchers who coded for evidence of problem-solving errors, (b)
narratives examined for implicit and explicit criteria the participants had used in order to
categorize the events as successful or less successful, and (c) comparisons conducted of
their independent coding assessments. Inconsistencies were discussed and re-examined,
and consensus was reached on the coding of data and on emerging categories and themes.
Summary sheets depicted problem-solving incidents for both the novice and the
experienced administrators, which provided a springboard for comparisons across,
between, and within both groups.
Findings indicated that premature closure and anchoring were evident in the
novice group. Because the majority of novice administrators in this study held dual roles,
they remained anchored in their primary or former role perspectives. The susceptibility of
eight of the novice administrators for premature closure during problem solving directly
related to their lack of administrative experiences necessary to enrich their knowledge
base. Novice administrators identified five themes of success: (a) positive feelings toward
the solution and outcomes; (b) establishing trust and developing relationships; (c)
effective communication; (d) tangible outcomes such as products, processes, or
relationships; and (e) validation of their role as administrators. Six themes emerged from
novice administrators in their description of a less successful administrator: (a) feelings
of being powerless, (b) feeling caught in the middle, (c) feeling captured by the problem,
(d) doubting their professional legitimacy, (e) perceiving the situation as messy and ill—
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defined, and (f) recognizing that the gaps in their professional knowledge and practice
were vivid and glaring.
When experienced administrators described their problem-solving successes and
failures, they did so in interactive and iterative terms. They described their less successful
experiences by citing how they (a) yielded to pressure for a quick fix, (b) assumed
similarities between the current problem and past problems, and (c) failed to look outside
the box for unconventional solutions. Common themes of factors affecting their problem
solving emerged: (a) politics, power, and internal competition; (b) personal resources; (c)
contextual politics, government politics, and an ambient culture; and (d) human
relationships including confrontation, reframing closure to accommodate social pressure,
face-saving behaviors, and buffering people from each other. Experienced administrators
recognized that they ignored important information in past situations but demonstrated
that these experiences influenced future problem solving.
Hart et al. (1996) posited that this study advanced the knowledge about problembased professional education programs. Training programs that ask participants to solve
scenarios or problems, for example, are unrealistic, since real-life problems are
interactive. This system of training administrators omits the important attribute of
changing variables within real-life problem situations that occur in schools.
In a follow up to the investigation by Hart et al. (1996), Edwards and Hammer
(2006) conducted a descriptive study to examine the perceptions of pre-service educators
during their participation in a unit of study using problem-based learning (PBL). The
researchers based the study on the theoretical framework of Korthagen (2001; as cited in
Edwards & Hammer, 2006), who contended that pre-service educators developed a sense
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of identity as they worked to integrate theory into practice. Noting a gap between theory
and practice, Edwards and Hammer studied teacher perceptions while engaging in PBL.
Pre-service educators seeking a degree in primary and early childhood education
and enrolled in their second and third years of study at Monash University in Australia
comprised the sample ( N = 85). Ages of participants ranged from 19 to 40 years. The
participants worked in groups of five or more and collaborated to address the learning
and developmental needs of a fictional student named Laura. Random stakeholder roles
assigned to each member of the group included mother, case worker, teachers, and
parents of Laura's peers. The PBL unit of study lasted 13 weeks.
Using an unpiloted questionnaire, Edwards and Hammer (2006) collected data
from the participants about their perceptions of pre-service education relating to the PBL
scenario and its effectiveness in linking theory and practice. At the end of the course,
participants responded to a questionnaire that employed Likert-like scale questions from
one (strongly disagree) to five (strongly agree) and open-ended qualitative questions
(62% response rate). The researchers analyzed data through an analysis software program
(NVIVO), which coded and analyzed data thematically and calculated mean and standard
deviation statistics.
Participants reported that using PBL provided a link between theory and practice
(M= 5). Findings also supported that PBL helped participants understand emerging
issues, develop a sense of professional responsibility, and inform their practice. Three
main categories surfaced from the thematic analysis indicating how pre-service educators
perceived the PBL activities: (a) increased awareness of potential issues and strategies
that could be used to address the issues, (b) increased awareness of how theory could
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inform practice, and (c) increased communication and group work skills with a better
understanding of various stakeholders' perceptions. By not piloting the study, Edwards
and Hammer (2006) noted that it could not be generalized to other sites. Additionally,
they cited a need for additional research to understand how PBL works to support
teachers.
Leithwood and Stager (1989) studied principals' problem-solving processes and
found that little difference existed between expert and nonexpert principals' problemsolving processes when dealing with structured problems. Conversely, they found
substantial differences between expert and nonexpert principals' ability to deal with
unstructured problems. Hart et al. (1996) studied problem-solving processes of principals
and found that experienced principals recognized they had ignored important information
when reflecting on past decisions. These principals demonstrated that past experiences
did influence decision making. On the other hand, more recently hired principals had less
experience to draw upon when making decisions. Findings from these studies indicate
that experience is an important component of problem solving, and reflecting on past
experiences assists principals in that process.
An earlier study examined the relationship between principals' environment and
their abstract thinking. Silver (1975) conducted a correlation study to explore the
relationships among elementary school principals' ability to think abstractly, the degree
of complexity of their interpersonal environments, and their perceived leadership styles.
Two theories framed this study: (a) conceptual systems theory and (b) information
theory. The conceptual systems theory suggested that each individual's conceptual
structures vary according to the richness or diversity of stimulation within one's
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environment and that a more complex interpersonal environment manifests from a
complex conceptual structure from the individual. Interpersonal domain served as the
theoretical grounding within the conceptual systems theory. The information theory
framework posited by Shannon and Weaver (1949) provided the methodology for
measuring the degree of complexity or surprise value from sets of signals (as cited in
Silver, 1975). Information was measured using the following formula: H = - X Pi log2 pi
bits per unit of time (H = amount of information, and Pi equals the probability of
occurrence of the ith signal). Because previous studies of conceptual systems occurred in
laboratories and failed to use descriptive research, the Silver (1975) study explored the
applicability to principals' behavior in school situations.
The Paragraph Completion Test (PCT) developed by Phares and Schroder (1969)
measured the degree of complexity of the conceptual structure of each principal (as cited
in Silver, 1975). The interrater reliabilities ranged from .85 to .95. The Leader Behavior
Questionnaire - Form XII (LBDQ-12) encompassed six first-order factors of Person
Orientation closely resembling four of the behaviors manifested of complex conceptual
structures: (a) tolerance of freedom, (b) tolerance of uncertainty, (c) consideration, (d)
demand reconciliation, and (e) integration predictive accuracy. The factors from the
System-Orientation of leader behavior related to the simple conceptual structures of
categorical thinking, quick decision closure, and intolerance of ambiguity. The LBDQ-12
measured the behavioral complexity of each principal. The reliability ranged from .60 to
.86 (as cited in Silver, 1975).
A Functional Diversity Index from Silver (1973) measured the potential diversity
and rate of change of information and used the aforementioned formula. The Professional
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Orientation Scale from Corwin (as cited in Silver, 1975) was also used to collect data.
Silver noted that Corwin corrected split-half reliability of .65, and subscale or total score
reliability ranged from .76 to .91. The Latent Role Heterogeneity Index estimated the
degree of professional staff heterogeneity for sex, age, marital status, parental status,
urban/rural background, geographic mobility, job mobility, level of education,
membership in community organizations, leadership in community organizations, racialethnic group membership, and religious group identification. The final instrument, the
Personal Interaction Index, measured the information load from one-on-one and group
interactions with the principal. Reliability was calculated using analysis of variance and
resulted in an F - ratio of 6.82, with a critical value of 2.93 at the .01 level of significance
(as cited in Silver, 1975). The Functional Diversity Index, the Professional Orientation
Scale, the Latent Role Heterogeneity Index, and the Personal Interaction Index
collectively comprised the Principal's Interpersonal Environment Complexity Estimate
(PIECE).
Silver (1975) did not explicitly report the type of sample used in this study.
However, the fact that the participants ( N = 36) worked as principals in six school
districts confined geographically to New York City and contiguously located areas left
the assumption that this study constituted a convenience sample. Information about the
principals' leadership styles and the complexity of their environments was derived from
data solicited from 446 professional staff members (i.e., teachers, supervisors, guidance
counselors, and others) who worked in the principals' districts.
Five hypotheses guided this study: (a) A positive relationship existed between the
complexity of principals' conceptual structure and the degree of complexity in their
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interpersonal environments, (b) high and low complexity in principals' interpersonal
environments resulted in lower personal leadership style than existed in moderate
interpersonal environments, (c) high and low complexity in principals' interpersonal
environments resulted in higher system-oriented leadership style than existed in
moderately complex interpersonal environments, (d) moderately complex interpersonal
environments resulted in a positive relationship between complexity of conceptual
structure and person-oriented leadership style, and (e) moderately complex interpersonal
environments correlated negatively between complexity of conceptual structure and
system-oriented leadership style.
A positive correlation between the complexity of the principals' conceptual
structure and the complexity of their interpersonal environments emerged (r = .381;
p < .05), supporting the first hypothesis. The second and third hypotheses predicted that
high and low complexity in the principals' interpersonal environments would result in
low personal leadership styles and higher system-oriented leadership styles than existed
in moderately complex interpersonal environments. Silver (1975) posited that lack of a
significant correlation for these two hypotheses emerged due to the limited range of
school environments (moderately complex) obtained in the sample, which was a
limitation of this study. Findings supported the fourth hypothesis postulating a positive
correlation between principals' conceptual complexity and their Person-oriented
leadership style (r = .594; p < .05). In hypothesis five, Silver predicted that moderately
complex interpersonal environments correlated negatively with conceptual structure and
system-oriented leadership style. Findings failed to support this hypothesis (r = .050).
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Support for the applicability of using the conceptual systems theory to understand
elementary school principals' behavior, according to Silver (1975), emerged from this
study. Principals with more complex conceptual structures had more professionallyoriented staff members and interacted with them more frequently.
Silver (1975) found that principals' cognitive complexity related to the
complexity of the environment. A correlation existed between high levels of principal
complexity and the degree of complexity in the environment. Hart et al. (1996)
determined that experienced principals reflected on their decisions and identified errors
or lack of information influencing their decisions. Experienced principals used reflection
more effectively than their inexperienced peers. Lack of experiences affected decisions of
inexperienced principals, which pointed to a lack of authentic and problem-solving
curricula with university training programs.
Principals' experiences play an important role in school improvement, according
to Hart et al. (1996). However, school norms, structures, and practices also contribute to
the improvement of schools. To understand the interplay among norms, school
structures, and actual practices, Keedy and Achilles (1997) analyzed "... the mediating
process by focusing on the interplay among norms, organization structures and practice in
schools undergoing restructuring" (p. 102) and detailed a process for theory building
embedded in actual practices, providing a pathway to reconceptualize norms. Elmore
(1995) postulated that teacher-shared norms, skills, and knowledge mediated between the
changes in teaching and learning and the changes in school structures (1995; as cited in
Keedy & Achilles, 1997). Defining "restructuring" in four dimensions (school-level
management, professionalized teaching, school choice, and teaching for understanding),
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Keedy and Achilles focused their analysis on the fourth dimension, teaching for
understanding, and exemplified it as actively engaging students in disciplined inquiry
that has value beyond the classroom. Recognizing the need for schools to restructure and
rejecting the prescriptiveness of how restructuring is positioned, Keedy and Achilles's
purpose was to critique American school restructuring efforts to contribute an additional
perspective to the existing body of research.
Keedy and Achilles (1997) noted that the teacher remained the "teller" and the
student the "getter" of knowledge within the teacher-student relationship. Citing the
teacher-student relationship issue as paramount, they called for these relationships to
change, placing students in the role of meaning makers. Keedy and Achilles posited that
the impetus for this change rested in the relationships of principal-teacher and teacherteacher. Findings from previous studies (Muncey & McQuillan, 1993; Prestine, 1991; as
cited in Keedy & Achilles, 1997) revealed that adult relationships in highly recognized
schools failed to mirror internalized and reconceptualized norms of restructuring.
Changes in structural thinking (establishing a school council) outpaced
corresponding changes in normative thinking (reconceptualizing). In Prestine's study
(1991; as cited in Keedy & Achilles, 1997), staff members viewed the core principles
from the Coalition of Essential Schools as procedures, which bolstered the perception
that these procedures already occurred in their schools. The longitudinal study by
Muncey (1994; as cited in Keedy & Achilles, 1997) found that most schools failed to
develop a faculty consensus prior to initiating their restructuring model. Ladwig and King
(1992; as cited in Keedy & Achilles, 1997) theorized a disconnect between reflection and
dialogue and important issues of curriculum and instructional practices. Wehlage, Smith,
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and Lipman (1992; as cited in Keedy & Achilles, 1997) posited the existence of a great
divide between norms and structures.
Keedy and Achilles (1997) suggested that a lack of reflective practices by staff
members limited the ability to bridge the disconnect existing between norms and
structures. Interestingly, Prestine (1991) found that staff preferred to engage in work
focusing on pragmatic concerns, such as mainstreaming special education students, rather
than on the philosophy of the Coalition of Essential Schools. Generally, little evidence
emerged indicating reflective practices in action.
To heal the rift between norms and structures, Keedy and Achilles (1997)
postulated that stakeholders must see a need. They developed a conceptual model in
response to their rhetorical question of how to create such an experience for stakeholders.
First, they suggested that practitioners theorize about practice processes by engaging in
critical inquiry: (a) analysis of relationships and rejection of assumptions supporting
traditional relationships and (b) formulation of new assumptions. This was the "why"
step and exemplified theory grounded in the work and designed by practitioners.
Theorizing in practice was only the first step. The next step involved operationalizing a
normative consensus through the change process. Prestine (1991; as cited in Keedy &
Achilles, 1997) noted a need for perseverance to understand the relationships between
changes and the reasons for those changes, which Keedy and Achilles referred to as a
"mindset." Hypothesizing that action taken has the potential to improve relationships
encouraged a normative consensus. This answered the "what" question. They found that
the interaction between the "why" and the "what" vacillated, making it bi-directional.
The final stage answered the "how" question. Structural changes, and later pedagogical
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changes, set new relationships into motion; but these changes needed monitoring, which
was the final stage. Monitoring provided data on effectiveness and information on any
modifications needed.
Summary of Section
Keedy and Achilles (1997) developed a conceptual model depicting theories in
practice operationalized. Three questions - why, what, and how - framed their model.
They recommended considerations for policymakers. One proposal included the need for
action research conducted in schools collaboratively with university professors. Another
suggestion focused on administrator preparation programs. Keedy and Achilles posited
that these programs needed to include a constructivist element, allowing candidates to
"build their own frameworks about good schools, teaching, and administration" (p. 117).
The final recommendation called for policymakers to provide time for educators to
engage in critical inquiry. Interestingly, Keedy and Achilles noted that educators needed
to be intellectually aggressive to engage effectively in theories in practice and in
operationalizing the theory.
Intellectual aggressiveness, described by Keedy and Achilles (1997), posits that
principals must possess the cognitive abilities to understand the processes of
empowerment in order to model and facilitate teachers bridging the gap between theory
and practice. Leithwood (1994) found that intellectual stimulation from the principals
influenced teachers. The strongest correlation, according to Marzano and his colleagues
(2005), surfaced between intellectual stimulation by the principal and student
achievement.
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Leithwood (1994), Keedy and Achilles (1997), and Marzano et al. (2005) also
claimed that principal thinking mattered. Over 30 years ago, Silver (1975) explored the
relationships among elementary principals' abstract thinking abilities, the degree of
complexity of their environment, and their perceived leadership styles. A positive
correlation was identified between the complexity of the principals' conceptual structure
and the complexity of their interpersonal environment and between principals' conceptual
complexity and their Person-oriented leadership style. Silver called for university
education administration programs to screen candidates to identify and admit those with
more complex conceptual thinking structures.
Continuing this line of inquiry, Keedy and Achilles (1997) explored the interplay
among norms, organization structures, and practices in schools undergoing restructuring.
Between structural and normative thinking, they found a disconnect. They cited other
research indicating that schools failed to develop a normative consensus prior to
implementing restructuring (Muncey, 1994, as cited in Keedy & Achilles, 1997). Among
their suggestions, bridging the divide between norms and structures arose as essential to
the development of an effective school. Using Argyris and Schon's (1974) theory in
practice, Keedy and Achilles developed a conceptual model framed by why, what, and
how questions and operationalized through principals theorizing, engaging in critical
inquiry, analyzing relationships and rejecting assumptions, and formulating new
assumptions. Finally, Keedy and Achilles affirmed that principals must possess
intellectual aggressiveness to engage in critical inquiry.
Keedy and Achilles (1997) were not alone in recommending the use of theories in
practice. Schon (1986) called for the merger of theory and practice in university
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education administration programs over a decade earlier. Argyris and Schon (1974; 1996)
explored individuals' learning processes and their behaviors within group configurations.
They identified two models of learning that exemplified both ineffective and effective
learning, respectively. According to Argyris and Schon, theories of action manifest in the
theory espoused and used by an individual. Theories were described as the attitudes,
beliefs, and values that direct and motivate one's decisions and actions. Contending that
these deeply psychological theories serve as defense mechanisms that protect our selfesteem and hide our true self, they posited that espoused theories may not be congruent
with resulting actions. Additionally, they reported that individuals are not always aware
of the discrepancy existing between their own espoused theories and those in use. Several
researchers argued that theory and practice at the university where principals are
prepared, and in districts where practitioners make decisions that affect student learning,
should not operate separately or in isolation from one another (Keedy, 2005; Keedy &
Achilles, 1997).
Along this same line of inquiry, Keedy (2005) examined the university as the
service provider for school administration preparation programs. He traced and analyzed
the rift between theory and practice in the field of education administration from
Positivism and Technical Rationality through the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.
Keedy called for restructuring university preparation programs: (a) consolidating the
education administration programs across the nation, (b) using weekend and summer
courses to allow longer time spans in which to delve into personal theory building, and
(c) forming university and school district partnerships to enable local administrators to
demonstrate their own theories in practice.
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Both Leithwood and Stager (1989) and Hart et al. (1996) explored the problemsolving abilities of experienced and inexperienced principals. Hart et al. found that
principals with past experiences to draw upon demonstrated more complex problemsolving abilities. Experienced administrators demonstrated an ability to use their prior
experiences in problem solving (Hart et al.). They reflected on their decisions and
identified errors or lack of information influencing those decisions and used reflection
more effectively than their inexperienced peers (Hart et al.). Additionally, seasoned
principals dealt more effectively with messy problems that lacked structure, according to
Leithwood and Stager.
Edwards and Hammer (2006) examined the perceptions of pre-service educators
who participated in problem-based learning (PBL). They found that PBL provided
students with an understanding for emerging issues and using theory to inform practice.
In addition, they suggested PBL as a pedagogical strategy to be used by universities and
found that its use assisted students in merging theory and practice.
In Silver's (1975) correlation study, the relationship among elementary school
principals' ability to think abstractly, the degree of complexity of their interpersonal
environments, and their perceived leadership was explored. In addition to suggesting the
university education administration programs retool their admission criteria to identify
principals possessing more complex cognitive abilities, Silver found that high levels of
principal complexity related to the degree of complexity in the principals' environment.
Finally, Silver argued that university education administration programs should provide
opportunities for principal candidates to solve complex problems, examine diverse
perspectives, and investigate dimensions of information.
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Keedy and Achilles (1997) cited other researchers (Murcey & McQuillan, 1993;
Prestine, 1991) who postulated that adult relationships did not reflect the internalized and
reconceptualized norms of restructuring. According to Keedy and Achilles, structural and
normative thinking lacked congruency. In response, they developed a conceptual model
(Figure 1) framed by three questions (why, what, and how). Their model involved several
steps: (a) the why step is accomplished through engaging in critical inquiry through
analysis of relationships and rejection of assumptions and formulating new assumptions,
(b) the what step is addressed by operationalizing a normative consensus through the
change process, and (c) the how step is answered through structural and pedagogical
changes that set new relationships into motion.
Using the why, what, and how questions from the conceptual model developed by
Keedy and Achilles (1997), the principal and teacher leaders moved from constructing a
theory in practice to operationalizing it. They engaged in critical inquiry by critiquing and
challenging existing assumptions and formulating new assumptions. Collectively, they
reached a consensus and made decisions based on their new assumptions. Finally, the
principal and teacher leaders monitored the changes generated as a result of these
decisions and acknowledged their collective responsibility for the consequences from
their decisions.
The collective responsibility of school leaders was implicit in the conceptual
model developed by Keedy and Achilles (1997), and it provided a direct link to the policy
exchange between empowerment and accountability embedded within education reform.
Collective responsibility emerged as an essential component for moving from structural
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to normative thinking (Keedy & Achilles, 1997) and served as an important anchor in the
emerging conceptual framework for this study.
Emerging Conceptual Framework
Based on the premise that schools were better positioned to recognize the changes
needed to improve student achievement, education reform transferred decision making to
the school level through decentralization. In many schools, councils and leadership
committees were established in response to the decentralization reform mandate as a
mechanism for empowering teachers and increasing instructional capacity. Too
frequently, however, these councils and committees did not progress beyond the
structural level of implementation. This lack of transformation impeded the needed
corresponding evolution in thinking and practices and kept committees and councils
functioning at a superficial level, prohibiting the emergence of collective thinking.
Principals, therefore, typically maintained their power and merely dictated to school
councils, relegating them to rubber stamping bodies that reinforced the status quo and
existing norms. Additionally, the observer could interpret that the mandated training
provided by state education agencies failed to aid principals and school councils in
reconceptualizing school norms.
Two major implications emerged from the literature that related to universities as
the service provider for principal preparation programs. First, the screening process and
the selection criteria used by many university education administration programs to admit
principal candidates resulted in concerns about the abilities, knowledge, and intellectual
capacities of the principal (Creighton & Jones, 2001; Keedy & Achilles, 2001; Keedy &
Grandy, 1999; Levine, 2005). Specifically, the pervasive lack of personal interviews used
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as part of the screening process loomed as a barrier for discovering each student's theory
in practice related to the policy exchange of empowerment for accountability (Levine).
Another deficiency noted in the screening process was the inability to identify candidates
with more complex conceptual structures (Creighton & Jones, 2001; Keedy & Grandy,
1999). One could surmise that by not requiring a personal interview as part of the
screening process, university personnel missed opportunities to discover more about
candidates' cognitive abilities, values, assumptions, and beliefs toward sharing power and
accepting responsibility.
The second major area of concern that surfaced related to the curriculum used by
university education administration programs to train future principals. Generally, the
curriculum lacked opportunities for students to solve complex problems, examine diverse
perspectives, and explore dimensions of information (Hart et al., 1996; Silver, 1975).
A growing body of research supports the premise that school principals have
direct influence on teachers and student achievement (Blase & Blase, 1999; 2001; Cotton,
2003; Marzano et al., 2005). Yet, merely acknowledging their importance does not
guarantee that schools are led by effective principals. Reformers operated under false
assumptions that existing and future principals possessed the cognitive abilities,
experiences, and complex problem-solving abilities necessary to meet the goals
established in NCLB and KERA. Reformers assumed that principals could flatten
hierarchical structures in schools and become transformative leaders who served as
exemplary models of thinking. They envisioned schools with reconceptualized norms
where the principal and teacher leaders engaged in clearly defined theories in practice.
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Deeply embedded within education reform was the fallacy that principals knew
how to nurture instructional capacity in teachers (KERA, 1990). Instructional capacity,
however, has not increased at a rate rapid enough to propel all students to a proficient
level by 2014 (Konz, 2007). Principals serving as exemplars by modeling their thinking
and using theories in practice would encourage teachers to engage in reflective practices
(Leithwood, 1994). This two-way flow of influence might nurture collective
empowerment and improve instructional capacity.
The prevailing lack of collective vision and reflective practices places principals
and teachers in the difficult position of being held accountable for student achievement
without understanding how to effectively take advantage of the empowerment for
accountability exchange (Keedy & Simpson, 2001). Reform pushed schools in the right
direction; however, it failed to address the reform needed at the university level and
neglected to address the need for principals to value teachers as partners to collectively
improve schools. Principals cannot improve instructional capacity alone; they need
teachers. Compound this problem with principals who are often under-trained and
inexperienced in sharing power or unwilling to share power with teacher leaders, and one
could deduce the unlikelihood that principals will facilitate the improvements needed to
meet all the required achievement goals.
Congruency between structural and normative thinking is at least in part
contingent upon a principal possessing an understanding of how to facilitate the fusion of
mandated structural changes (e.g., school councils) with complementary transformations
in normative thinking (e.g., collective empowerment and responsibility) and behaviors.
No blueprint exists to guide principals in understanding and embedding theories in
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practice into their own practices. Without a shift from structural to normative thinking,
school councils might remain an exercise in bureaucracy, and principals might fail to
form those important professional relationships with teachers where collective decisions
exemplify decentralization and acceptance of responsibility.
KERA and NCLB mandated that schools improve student outcomes. To meet the
high standards of reform, principals and teacher leaders must work together. By forming
a collective entity, principals and teacher leaders might theorize about school
improvement using the why, what, and how steps in the Keedy and Achilles's (1997)
model. Before this model can be used, however, teacher leaders and principals must
understand why there is a need for change and what changes will meet that need. Policy
makers have provided schools with the freedom to make important decisions, but if the
principal and teacher leaders do not understand that there is a need to improve, it is
unlikely change will occur. Relationships between the principal and teacher leaders must
change from the superficial where the structures of shared decision making are merely
implemented without a collective sense of responsibility, to the normative, where teacher
leaders and the principal collectively theorize about how to improve instructional
capacity. Therefore, the research problem for this study is that the tradeoff between
empowerment and responsibility envisioned by policymakers will never occur without
the principal and teacher leaders forming a consensus-building group as the basis for
improving schools.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study was to assess the extent to which the principal and
teacher leaders at four purposefully selected schools within the Green River Regional
Educational Cooperative (GRREC) collaboratively developed theories in practice related
to instructional improvement. In developing these theories in practice, principals and
teacher leaders may be operationalizing the trade-off between school empowerment and
accountability, resulting in a sense of collective responsibility for developing
instructional capacity to achieve academic success with all learners.
Research Design
A qualitative, multiple case study strategy was used for this study because it
provided the opportunity to look beyond the "what" and to examine the "why" and "how"
(Wolf, Borko, Elliot, & Mclver, 2000; Yin, 1994). The researcher conducted an in-depth
analysis of the phenomenon and examined to what extent the interactions among the
principal and teacher leaders changed relationships and norms in four schools.
Merriam (1988) noted that a case study strategy is ideally designed "... for
understanding and interpreting observations of educational phenomena" (p. 2). The
purpose of a case study strategy is to illuminate the "... programs, curricula, roles, and
events" in a natural setting (p. 436). To gain insight about the interactions among and
between the principal and teacher leaders regarding collective decision making and
accountability, the researcher observed the principal and teacher leaders in their natural
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setting to understand their day-to-day thinking, behaviors, and decision-making
processes. If the focus of qualitative research is to deeply understand and describe events,
persons, institutions, and social groups, Merriam (1988) concluded that the use of a case
study strategy was inevitable.
Using the case design strategy, the researcher viewed the data through the eyes of
teachers, teacher leaders, teachers in the focus group, and the principal. In addition,
observations and document mining provided the authentic data that Merriam (1998)
deemed important and the holistic view that Yin (1993) suggested. Merriam argued that a
case study design was useful for gaining an in-depth understanding of situations where
the emphasis was on the process rather than on the outcome. The primary focus for this
research study was on collective responsibility for school improvement possessed by
principal and teacher leader rather than on the universal outcome of increasing student
achievement. Finally, Yin recommended the use of a case study strategy to study
phenomenon where previous study examples were limited or lacking. Examples of
principals and teacher leaders developing clearly defined theories in practice were scant,
which made the case study design ideal for this research.
Because this study encompassed four schools, it used the multiple case study
design. Stake (1994) argued that, when using multiple case studies, the researcher did not
collectively study each unit; rather, each unit is individually examined. "The case is
secondary interest; it plays a supportive role, facilitating our understanding of something
else ..." (p. 237). The case study design allowed the researcher to investigate multiple
sites and to include multiple units of analysis. Each of four schools served as a unit of
analysis in this study.
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A multiple case study strategy provided advantages over a single case study
design for this investigation. One advantage was the inclusion of four school sites, which,
according to Yin (2003) and Merriam (1998), strengthened the validity of the study.
Multiple sites were included because "the evidence ... is often considered more
compelling and the overall study is therefore considered more robust" (Yin, p. 46). Stake
(1994) additionally explained that studying multiple sites leads to better understanding
and theorizing about "a larger collection of cases" (p. 237). Merriam suggested that the
use of multiple sites enhanced the transferability of a study. Miles and Huberman (1984)
believed that the researcher could establish a range of transferability "of finding or
explanation, and at the same time, pin down the conditions under which that finding will
occur" (p. 151).
Erickson (1986) defined interpretive research as the study of immediate and local
meanings of social actions. Merriam (1998) posited that the researcher served as the
mediator of data or as a human instrument when using interpretive research. During the
data gathering process, the researcher mediated by considering the context and observing
nonverbal cues. Merriam reported that this process was more effective than the use of
inanimate questionnaires, computers, or inventories. During this study, the researcher
sought to be used as an instrument to interpret and clarify findings throughout the data
collection process.
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Research Design Linked to Each Research Question
In this section, the researcher describes how the research design links to each
research question.
1. To what extent does congruency exist between principal espoused theories in
practice and principal modeled behaviors related to empowerment?
2. To what extent do these principals and teacher leaders co-develop clear
theories in practice grounded in the policy trade-off between empowerment
and accountability?
Research Question One
Research question one examined the extent to which congruency existed between
principals' espoused theories in practice and their corresponding behaviors. The case
study strategy provided opportunities for the researcher to compare what the principals
said to what they actually did. By interviewing principals, the researcher learned their
espoused theories in practice; by interviewing teacher leaders, the researcher ascertained
examples of principal behaviors for comparison. In addition, the researcher used formal
and informal observations to generate authentic examples of principal modeled
behaviors. Data gathered from interviews and observations helped the researcher
understand to what extent congruency existed between principal espoused theories and
modeled behaviors, which adhered to Merriam's beliefs that case studies were ideal for
examining people and events.
Research Question Two
The second research question required a holistic examination, as Yin (1993)
suggested, because it asked to what extent the principal and teacher leaders had embraced
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assumptions and developed clearly defined theories in practice about the policy trade-off
between empowerment and accountability. By interviewing the principal and teacher
leaders, the researcher gained insight into their collective theories in practice. The
researcher observed formal and informal decision making to understand how the
principal and teacher leaders collectively grounded their theories in practice in the
exchange of empowerment for accountability. To add another dimension to the data, the
researcher examined artifacts such as school council, faculty, team, and committee
meeting minutes to study who made decisions and to understand what and how decisions
were made. The collection of these different types of data yielded authentic information
and provided the researcher with a broader perspective of the phenomenon (Yin, 1993).
Examining any of the types of data in isolation would not have yielded such rich data
from a holistic perspective (1993).
To verify findings related to research questions one and two, the researcher
administered a norm checklist developed from interview data and clarified by a focus
group (Krueger & Morgan, 1993). By asking all teachers at each school site to respond to
the norm checklist, the researcher gauged the extent to which the norms permeated into
the fabric of relationships between and among the principal, teacher leaders, and teachers.
Selection of Sample
The researcher used purposeful sampling identify participants in the investigation
of theories in practice of selected principals and to assess to what extent principal and
teacher leader relationships in the schools had changed to reflect reconceptualized norms
where the focus was on collective empowerment to achieve outcomes. Merriam (1998)
described how purposeful sampling was "based on the assumption that the investigator

129

wants to discover, understand and gain insight and therefore must select a sample from
which the most can be learned" (p. 61). When focusing on specific characteristics and
interactions of subjects in a study such as the use of theories in practice, it is important to
select participants who exhibit those attributes under investigation (Goetz & Le Compte,
1984). The purposeful sample used in this study was suggested by researchers such as
Lincoln and Guba (1985), who postulated that purposeful sampling "... increases the
scope and range of data exposed ... as well as the likelihood that the full array of multiple
realities will be uncovered" (p. 40). The most reasonable likelihood of identifying
intelligent principals whose assumptions empowered teacher leaders emerged from the
recommendations of those who worked closely with school principals every day, the
superintendents.
The researcher employed the reputation technique to identify the purposeful
sample. Goetz and LeCompte (1984) found that, by using the reputation technique to
select participants, "... the researcher chooses instances on the recommendations of
experienced experts in an area" (p. 82). Previous studies by expert researchers such as
Hunter (1953) used the reputation technique by asking long-time community members to
rank order individuals to identify the top leaders in the community.
In the high pressure environment of education reform, superintendents in
Kentucky were also subject to scrutiny based on the success or failure of schools in their
districts. Superintendents had a large stake in knowing which principals empowered
teacher leaders. They, therefore, emerged as logical sources to identify reflective
principals who merged theories in practice in their own work and in the work of teacher
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leaders. Superintendents were invited to nominate principals by responding to items on a
questionnaire.
The researcher identified principals within the Green River Regional Educational
Cooperative (GRREC), a consortium representing 32 school districts in south central
Kentucky. Using the nomination technique, the researcher distributed a questionnaire to
all GRREC superintendent members, GRREC staff members, and professors of education
administration who attended GRREC superintendent meetings and who worked closely
with schools in the GRREC region. The questionnaire described the nature of the study
and asked the respondents to identify principals from within the GRREC region who met
the following criteria:
1. Principals who collaborated with teacher leaders to make decisions that
increased instructional capacity
2. Principals who were reflective about their instructional leadership (Keedy &
Achilles, 1997)
3. Principals who collectively hypothesized with teacher leaders about actions
that might improve instructional capacity
4. Principals who collaborated with school councils rather dictating to them
5. Principals who had served as the leader in the same school for at least three
consecutive years
6. Principals whose schools met or exceeded the predetermined achievement
goals during the 2006 biennium, as measured by CATS
7. Principals who would most welcome researchers examining their instructional
leadership processes
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To ensure accuracy of the data from the nomination process, the researcher
generated a list of potential principals. Using results from Kentucky's Commonwealth
Accountability Testing System (CATS), the researcher identified principals who served
as the leader of a school that had met or exceeded its predetermined student achievement
goals during the biennium ending in 2006. CATS used an academic index that reflected
the progress each school had made toward proficiency. The academic index ranged from
a score of 1 to 140, with 100 indicating that almost all students in the school were
performing at a proficient level, as measured by CATS, which included norm- and
criteria-reference testing components and measures of non-academic achievement such as
attendance and retention rates. The formula that determined the targets for each school
considered the incremental improvement required for that school to reach an academic
index of 100 by the year 2014. To ensure that no single year's results skewed the
appearance of progress, the Kentucky Department of Education established incremental
goals, or benchmarks, based on the combination of test scores from two years, ending in
even-number years. In this study, the researcher reviewed CATS data published on the
Kentucky Department of Education Web site and identified three schools within the 32
districts and the 220 schools comprising the Green River Regional Educational
Cooperative that met or exceeded assessment targets in the biennium ending in 2006.
A fourth school that met all but one of the selection criteria (one year assessment
scores dropped) was identified because it was recommended three separate times by
superintendents and administrators. Permission was sought and granted from dissertation
committee members to include this school as a fourth school in the study.
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To ensure that each nominee served as the school principal of the selected schools
for three consecutive years to include the 2006 biennium, the researcher used annually
published directories of schools in Kentucky and generated an initial list of potential
principal participants. The researcher identified principals for the study by comparing the
principals nominated through GRREC with the names of those who had served as leaders
of successful schools for three consecutive years, including the 2006 biennium. Principals
who met the selection criteria were identified, and a list of potential participants was
generated, as depicted in the rank order list of nominated principals in Table 1.
Once the short list of potential participants was developed, the researcher
contacted these principals by e-mail to describe the study, to inform the principals that
they had been nominated as participants by one or more superintendent who believed
they [principals] met the selection criteria, and to inquire whether they were willing to be
interviewed by phone for possible selection. The researcher contacted those principals
who indicated an interest and asked questions from the aforementioned questionnaire
used in the nomination process. From the telephone interview, the researcher narrowed
the list based on principal responses. The researcher purposefully selected four principals
for participation in the study.
Each of the four principals who agreed to participate in the study identified two
teacher leaders at their schools who (a) served in formal leadership roles, such as
members of the school council or team leaders, and (b) represented a variety of grade
levels. These two nominated teacher leaders were contacted through e-mail or in a faceto-face meeting to ascertain their interest in participating in the study. All teacher leaders
agreed to participate. Once two principal-nominated teacher leaders at each school agreed
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to participate, each identified two additional teacher leaders who: (a) demonstrated
leadership formally or informally and (b) represented a variety of grade levels. In total at
each site, six teacher leaders were selected. Finally, each principal identified one research
coordinator from their school leadership team to administer and collect the norm
checklist.
Table 1
List of Nominated Principals
School

Principal

3-year
minimum

Sarah B. Clark El
Columbus El
Robert David El
C. C. Payne
Syd Lee High
Mt. Pleasant Middle
Reagan R. Middle
Syd Lee Jr. High
Sarah B. El
LieselEl
Charles Jefferson El
Claudia El
Laurel Grace HS
Jane Clark El
Lisa Ellen Middle

Rollins
Frances
Hunt
Edwards
Clark
Bain
Roberts
Pretty
Jackson
Claudia
Michaels
Smith
Higgins
Pepper
Young

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Receptive
to
research
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
Yes

2006
Biennial
Goal
79.0
82.3
78.3
83.1
81.1
79.9
87.5
82.8
79.4
83.1
85.1
82.7
81.0
73.0
82.1

2006
Biennal
Score
85.9
91.5
85.1
93.2
82.7
81.0
95.0
88.5
93.4
96.6
82.1
98.8
81.7
76.3
72.7

The final group of teacher leaders identified four additional teachers at each
school to participate in a focus group (Folch-Lyon & Trost, 1981) comprising four
teachers (Krueger, 1998; Krueger & Morgan, 1993). The selection of focus group
members consisted of teacher leaders using the following selection criteria to nominate
fellow teachers who: (a) represented a variety of grade levels and (b) demonstrated
communication skills. Finally, the researcher met with all potential participants to explain
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the study and to provide them with written details. Prior to the start of the study, informed
consent was secured from each participant.
Gaining Entry
Relationships established at the beginning of the study assisted in providing the
researcher access to data. To gain entrance and to enhance relationships, the researcher
identified superintendents as gatekeepers who facilitated access to people, artifacts, and
events (LeCompte & Preissle, 1993). By nominating potential principals, superintendents
were involved in the selection process from the onset.
An introductory e-mail was sent to each nominated principal to ascertain interest
in participating in the study. The researcher conducted an individual telephone interview
with each principal who expressed interest. Individual, on-site meetings were conducted
with each principal who met the selection criteria. At face-to-face meetings, principals
were provided detailed written information explaining the study. The researcher met with
the identified teacher leaders, focus group members, and the research coordinator at each
school to explain the study and invite them to participate. Everyone who attended the
meetings received written detailed explanations of the study, and all who volunteered to
participate signed the informed consent document prior to the study commencing.
Data Collection
During this multiple case study, the researcher collected and analyzed data from
multiple sources: (a) interview, (b) observation, (c) norm checklist (survey), and (d)
document mining. The case study methodology inherently assisted the researcher to "...
deal with a full variety of evidence - documents, artifacts, interviews, and observations"
(Merriam, 1988, p. 8). Data collection occurred over a four-month period.
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Interview
The researcher used a semi-structured interview rather than narrowly defined
questions due to the greater flexibility and increased opportunities to identify emerging
patterns (Miller & Crabtree, 2004). Wolcott (1999) and Glesne (2006) posited that the
open-ended quality of semi-structured interviews allowed the interview to take shape as it
progressed. Semi-structured conversations arose during the interviews; however, the
conversations were anchored by principal and teacher leader semi-structured interview
questions attached as Appendices A and B.
Interview protocol.

Merriam (1998) argued that good questions are essential to

good interviews. Researchers frame their interview questions in context to gain
understanding of the phenomena studied (Glesne, 2006). The interview questions
developed for this study were grounded in the context of the research questions, which
ensured the least amount of bias and clarified the wording and vocabulary (Gall et al.,
2003; Glesne, 2006). The researcher developed an interview protocol for both principal
and teacher leader interviews that included several broadly-based questions to anchor the
interviews and structural questions to elicit explanations. Although Spradley (1979)
recommended that structural questions be included in all interviews, he cautioned
researchers to phrase the questions carefully because participants can be caught off guard
by this type of question. Spradley suggested that interviews begin with grand tour
questions that can easily be answered by participants and assist in establishing rapport
(Glesne).
Principal interviews. All principals participated in semi-structured interviews in
which the researcher sought to ascertain data related to principal thinking and
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assumptions, actions, and personal use of theories in practice as well as to delve into how
they [principals] perceived themselves empowering others. Each interview question was
derived from specific research questions (Appendix A).
The researcher took notes during the interviews, audio-taped each interview, and
transcribed the audio-tapes at the end of each week. The following week, the researcher
presented a copy of the transcribed interview to the principal, who was asked to
corroborate the accuracy and clarity of the data. To protect privacy, the researcher
removed all names from transcripts and used pseudonyms.
Teacher leader interviews. The researcher interviewed teacher leaders at each
school. Teacher leaders' names were not used on transcripts or documentation; rather,
aliases were used. Mirroring the process used for principal interviews, the researcher took
notes, audio-taped, and transcribed each teacher interview and asked each teacher leader
to check the interview transcript for accuracy and clarity. Teacher leader interview
questions were anchored in the research questions (Appendix B).
Norm Checklist
According to Kreuger (1994), focus groups provide insight into perceptions.
Rossman and Rallis (2003) postulated that checklists become appropriate after data are
gathered and an early analysis is conducted. Using interview data, the researcher
developed a norm checklist unique to each school (Murley, 2005). A focus group at each
school worked with the researcher to review each norm and reword the norms as needed.
Focus groups often served as a source of data in the development of surveys (Morgan,
1997) and were useful in discovering how people think and talk about specific issues
such as school norms (Krueger, 1998; Krueger & Morgan, 1993). Focus groups are used
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in research to expose the collective description and interpretation of the everyday
realities, which, in this study, manifested as school norms (Schutz & Luckman, 1973).
Therefore, focus groups emerged as the logical choice to help the researcher clarify
school norms. All focus group sessions were audio-taped.
Questions that guided the conversations during the focus group meeting reflected
the order, wording, and types of questions suggested by Krueger (1998). The researcher
modified Krueger's "Pilot Testing New Materials" questions and used these to guide the
conversations in each school focus group (p. 97). The following instructions and
questions facilitated the conversations and clarified wording of school norms.
1. Take a few moments and look over these statements. Later, I will be asking your
fellow teachers and administrators to respond to these statements; but, first, I want
to ensure that everyone in this school will understand what the statement is
actually saying. That is where I need your help. I need you to help me ensure that
the final words and statements will be understood by all. However, even before
that, we need to be able to discuss these statements ourselves. Therefore, we all
need to have the same understanding of what each one means. Would you please
read each and just place a mark by any unclear statement or word.
2. Let's start at the top of the list. We will go through one. We will discuss each one
to ensure that we all share the same understanding. At any time, please feel free to
suggest other words or statements that would make this easier to understand.
3. Using this list we worked on together, which of these statements do you believe
should be reworded so that every teacher in the building will understand what is
meant? How could it be better said and more clearly?
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4. Do you have any other advice for me as I introduce these statements to your
peers?
To collect data using the norm checklist, a member of the leadership team served
as the research coordinator. The researcher delivered or mailed the norm checklist to each
coordinator and explained the written instructions. Each research coordinator led teachers
and administrators in completing the norm checklists and then returned the completed
checklists to the researcher.
Observation
Observation is a technique of collecting data that allows the researcher to "...
learn firsthand how the actions of research participants correspond to their words ..."
(Glesne, 2006, p. 49). The researcher observed formal meetings and informal interactions
to gather data (Rossman & Rallis, 2003). The focus of these observations was on how
principals and teacher leaders connected thinking and actions, as well as on collective
decision making and the acceptance of responsibility for each decision. Observations
included school council meetings, committee meetings, and shadowing the principal and
teacher leaders. The types of observed meetings included grade level meetings, team
meetings, school council meetings, and other meetings involving the principal or teacher
leaders. During each meeting, the researcher took written notes consisting of concrete
observations and impressions (Rossman & Rallis). The researcher transcribed these notes
at the end of each week.
Document Mining
Documents mined for this study (e.g., memoranda, comprehensive school
improvement plans, scholastic audit reports, school council and committee meeting
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minutes and agendas, and mission and vision statements) revealed how teachers and
principals viewed their roles and interactions. Bogdan and Biklin (1992) reported that it
provided an "official perspective" (p. 136). Hodder (1994) referred to these documents as
artifacts and noted that, by examining them [artifacts], the researcher compared the past
with the present (p. 393).
Data Analysis
The researcher used inductive analysis, which is used to develop a theory that
provides an explanation in response to the research questions (Glaser & Stauss, 1967).
Data analysis moved from a description of the collected data to the establishment of
categories and themes that began to capture meanings (Merriam, 1998). The process of
reducing the data helped the researcher understand the data (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992).
The data were segmented, which Gall et al. (2003) described as separating data into
segments that could stand alone if read out of context.
The constant-comparative method of data analysis was used throughout the cycles
of collection and analysis. According to Glesne (2006), data analysis includes
categorizing, synthesizing, searching for patterns, and interpreting the data that has been
collected, which is congruent with the steps identified by Rossman and Rallis (2003): (a)
generate categories and themes, (b) code the data, and (c) interpret the data. Data were
coded and compared with other data. Through this constant comparison, categories
emerged; and data were placed in appropriate categories, or new categories were
developed (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). This process was continued until a saturation of
categories occurred. Principal and teacher interview data, data mining, and observation
data provided a baseline from which to develop a norm checklist. Miles and Huberman
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(1994) argued that commonalities emerged from a large amount of data. From the
categorized data, themes emerged that the researcher used to interpret the data.
To organize discrete data bits, the researcher developed a coding system, which
was used to cite data throughout the case study narratives. Data from a norm checklist
was cited as "NCL," document mining as "DOC," observations as "OBS," and interviews
as either a "P" for principal or a "T" for teacher leader. The first number listed after the
letters, such as the "4" in the citation (T42-78), represented the specific case study.
Following the case study number, teacher leaders have a unique number assigned to each
of them. In the citation (T42-78), for example, the "T" indicates that the data derived
from a teacher leader interview, the "4" represents the specific school such as Syd Lee
High School, and the "2" is a unique number assigned to that particular teacher leader at
Syd Lee High School. Following the hyphen, numbers represent specific data segments
such as the number "78," which represents a data piece uniquely coded by the researcher
as data bit "78."
The norm checklist was developed from interview data, and focus groups clarified
the data. The research coordinator at each school administered the survey, collected the
completed surveys from teachers, and returned them to the researcher in a secure
envelope. The researcher calculated results based on two categories: (a) number of
teacher responses and (b) total number of positive responses divided by total number of
responses. The norm was considered verified if it received an agreement rate equal to at
least 70% (Keedy & Simpson, 2001).
Data from interviews, norm checklists, observations, and document mining were
triangulated to ascertain to what extent school norms defining relationships of the
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principal and teacher leaders approximated a new vision of schooling where the focus
was on professional empowerment and responsibility.
Trustworthiness of the Data
The researcher incorporated several methods to ensure trustworthiness of data
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The use of triangulation, member checks, reflexive journal,
cross-case analysis, multiple methods, transferability, and thick description all enhanced
the trustworthiness of this study.
The researcher considered Hodder's (2000) five criteria for confirming
interpretations from document data when analyzing data: (a) internal coherence, (b)
external coherence, (c) correspondence between theory and data, (d) the fruitfulness of
theoretical suppositions, and (e) trustworthiness of data. For internal coherence,
contradictions from one part of the theoretical argument to another are resolved. External
coherence occurs when the researcher's interpretation is congruent with theories accepted
by others in and outside the field. The correspondence between theory and data enables
the researcher to argue a linkage logically and rationally. The fruitfulness of theoretical
suppositions was derived from the number of new opportunities identified for inquiry.
Finally, trustworthiness was achieved through professional credentials, the status of the
author, and supporters of the researcher's interpretation (Hodder, 2000).
Triangulation
Triangulation, according to Boglan and Biklen (2003), refers to using multiple
data sources, multiple researchers, and/or verification of the facts to support a finding.
However, they cautioned against using the term "triangulation" and believed that
researchers should instead provide specific details of how findings surfaced, as trusting
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the findings is essential. Mercian (1988) argued the importance of professionals having
trust in the findings from studies. In education where teachers and principals affect the
future of students, this becomes especially important.
Reflexive Journal
The researcher maintained a reflexive journal throughout this study to monitor
subjectivity (Glesne, 2006). By writing frequently in a journal, the researcher learned
about her own values and beliefs, which, according to Glesne, equips one with
perspective. Richardson (2000) posited that a reflexive journal allows the researcher to
become more comfortable with the writing process. Using reflexive journals allowed for
analysis of the research process as it unfolded and for monitoring how the researcher
shaped the data collection and analysis (Glense & Peshkin, 1992).
Multiple Methods
Verifying findings through multiple data sources is a major strength of the case
study design (Rossman & Rallis, 1998; Yin, 2003). In this study, a multiplicity of data
sources assisted to verify findings: (a) principal interviews, (b) teacher interviews, (c) a
norm checklist, (d) observations, and (e) document mining.
Cross-case Anaylsis
"When researchers study two or more subjects, settings, or depositories of data
they are usually doing what we call multi-case studies" (Boglan & Biklen, 2003, p. 63).
This study employed a multiple case design to "deepen understanding and explanation"
(Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 212). Four separate case studies comprised the larger
multiple case study, which included a cross-case analysis to provide the reader with data
to determine transferability (Merriam, 1998).
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Transferability
Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggested that transferability is used by researchers to
form hypotheses and to ascertain whether the "fit" between settings is appropriate. If the
"fit" is deemed appropriate, then findings may be applicable to others. Through thick rich
descriptions, readers of the study are assisted in making comparisons to other contexts
(LeCompte & Preissle, 1993). Methods that enhanced the transferability of this study
included multiple cases and explicit explanations of the processes of data collection and
analysis (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984). In addition, cross-case analysis was used to increase
transferability (Merriam, 1998).
"Thick Description " and Themes
According to Rossman and Rallis (2003) "... thick description makes analysis and
interpretation possible" (p. 275). I t " . . . goes beyond the mere or bare reporting ... and
describes and probes ..." (Denzin, 1989, p. 39). Gall et al. (2003) posited that a case
study is typically conducted to meet one of three purposes: (a) description, (b)
explanation, or (c) evaluation. Thick description was used in the reporting of this study to
allow readers to enter the research settings and context (Glesne, 2006).
Limitations of the Study
A limitation of this study arose from the small number of schools included. In an
attempt to offset the limitation that manifested from the small number of cases, the
researcher triangulated data, used thick description, and conducted an in-depth study
(Merriam, 1988; 1998).
A second limitation was the possibility of researcher bias. To reduce bias, the
researcher clarified assumptions prior to beginning the study. Merriam (1998) postulated
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that "clarifying the researcher's assumptions, world view, and theoretical orientation at
the onset of the study" lessens the bias (p. 205). By discussing opinions and world views
with the dissertation committee chairperson, the researcher reflected continuously on her
learning and thinking. Finally, to further reduce biases, the researcher monitored audio
recordings, codings, and theme development and met regularly and frequently with her
dissertation committee chairperson to discuss and review emerging themes.
A final limitation related to the small size of the student enrollment at each
school. Because of the small number of students attending each school, ranging from 480
to 1,060, it is unknown if the findings from this study would be applicable for larger
schools.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
In this study, the researcher conducted four case studies and asked to what extent:
(a) congruency existed among principal espoused theories in practice and principal
modeled behaviors related to empowerment and (b) principals and teacher leaders codeveloped clear theories in practice grounded in the policy trade-off between
empowerment and accountability.
This chapter is organized by the four case studies: (a) Mt. Pleasant Middle
School, (b) Columbus Elementary School, (c) Charles Jefferson Elementary School, and
(d) Syd Lee High School. Each case study is organized into two sections. In the first
section, school context, demographic data, and a description of the school and community
are included, as well as a "snapshot" of the prior experiences of the principal. In the
second section, case analysis, the researcher answers the research questions and abstracts
to what extent principal espoused theories in practice and modeled behaviors were
congruent and principal and teacher leaders co-developed theories in practice supported
the trade-off between empowerment and accountability.
Mt. Pleasant Middle School
At Mt. Pleasant Middle School, a rough plaster sculpture of a large clinched fist
sat on Principal Bain's desk. The fist, made by a student at Bain's request, was painted
gold. The statue was unimpressive in its looks, yet it held great significance because it
represented what Bain valued and modeled on a daily basis.
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School Context
Located in a small, south-central Kentucky community, Mt Pleasant County
boasted a population of approximately 17,800. Contiguously located was a city with a
growing population that spilled over into Mt. Pleasant County. The gently rolling
pastures and large homes that hugged the highways into the rural county spoke of a town
that reeked of wealth; however, over 20% of young people below the age of 18 lived in
poverty, and many parents had to travel to nearby communities to find work.
Mt. Pleasant Middle School served seventh- and eighth-grade students.
Approximately 500 students were enrolled, but the student population vacillated from
year to year, illustrating the transitory nature of families. Over 50% of the students were
eligible for the free and reduced federal lunch program. Minority students comprised four
percent of the student body. Over 30 teachers and 19 classified employees worked at Mt.
Pleasant Middle School.
To protect students and staff, an outside buzzer located by the front door allowed
the secretary to screen visitors prior to admitting them into the large two-story building.
Student work was displayed in the oversized lobby. Sitting in the window of the school
office was a row of trophies visible from the lobby. Large posters displaying the names of
students who had met the academic and attendance requirements to earn status as a
Renaissance student hung on the expansive lobby walls. Finally, displays of student work
dotted the walls, suggesting that student work was valued.
During this research study, Mt. Pleasant Middle School applied for the honor of
being named a Kentucky Middle School to Watch. This honor was bestowed upon
schools that met the specific criteria: (a) academic excellence, (b) developmental
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responsiveness, (c) social equity, and (d) organizational structure and procedures. The
school received a site visit in November 2007 from the Kentucky Forum to Accelerate
Middle-Grades. In January 2008, Mt. Pleasant Middle School staff received notification
that the school had been awarded the title of a Kentucky Middle School to Watch.
Principal Bain had served in a variety of positions at Mt. Pleasant Middle School.
He began his career as a science teacher and served in that capacity for seven years
before moving into the position of assistant principal. After another seven years as the
assistant principal, he was hired by the school council as the principal of Mt. Pleasant
Middle School. He was in his fourth year as principal.
Principal Bain had not only served in positions that required teaching and
administrative certification, but he had also served in several non-certified (classified)
positions. In his first job, Bain was employed by the district to paint school buildings
during the summer months. He continued working as a painter even after he was hired as
a teacher. At one point during his career, he worked as a teacher and concurrently served
as a night custodian because he wanted to earn extra money. Bain also drove a school bus
in the afternoons for one semester and trained bus drivers for the district for several years
during his tenure as teacher and assistant principal.
Bain expressed a sense of pride that he had worked in so many different jobs and
had such a range of responsibilities. He explained that the variety of experiences had
provided him with a deeper understanding of the duties and responsibilities of custodians
and bus drivers and that he understood their concerns and problems better because of his
own experiences in those positions (PI-95).
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Analysis of Case
In this section, the researcher responds to the two research questions and abstracts
to what extent Principal Bain's espoused theories in practice and modeled behaviors
related to empowerment were congruent and to what extent he and teacher leaders codeveloped theories in practice that supported the policy exchange between empowerment
and accountability.
Data collected from interviews, observations, document mining, and norm
checklists are embedded throughout the following analysis. The Mt. Pleasant Middle
School Norm Checklist is included as Appendix C. The researcher used a coding system
to organize and cite data, which is explained fully in chapter 3. The researcher, for
example, cited data from a norm checklist as "NCL," document mining as "DOC,"
observations as "OBS," and interviews as either a "P" for principal or a "T" for teacher
leader.
Research Question 1
Bain expressed four personal theories in practice; however, only his first and
fourth were explicit: (a) laser-like focus and (d) personal responsibility for school
outcomes. Bain's other two espoused theories in practice seemed to contradict one
another, which on the surface appeared to influence the capacity for internal validity in
Bain's personal theories: (b) principal as final decision maker, and (c) collective decision
makers. Because these two theories in practice were conflicting, they were dealt with in
the same subsection. The first two theories, on the other hand, are discussed individually.
Principal Bain's theories in practice are detailed in Table 2.
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Table 2
Principal B a i n ' s Theories in Practice
Theories in Practice

Corresponding Assumptions

Laser-like Focus on
Students and
Research

To make decisions that have the most likelihood of affecting positively
student achievement, we should be student-centered, grounding all
decisions in what is best for students using the most current research
regarding how to facilitate learning for students.

Principal as Decision
Maker

As the principal, I have to make many tough decisions unilaterally.

Collective Decision
Maker

Decisions are best made by teachers who know and understand their
students' needs. When we make decisions together, it encourages
ownership by those involved.
When I have to make a decision, then I need to solicit input from
teachers or consider unsolicited input from teachers with expertise or
experience in a particular area.

Personal
Responsibility for
School Outcomes

As the principal, I am accountable for all school outcomes; therefore, I
need to use intentional reflection as a way to challenge my own thinking
and to continually engage others in collective reflection. By
intentionally orchestrating reflection, I am in the know regarding how
things are going and the concerns of others, which helps me monitor all
actions and outcomes and nurture teacher leadership.

Theory in practice

one: Laser-like focus on students

and on using research.

The

first theory in practice involved a strategic focus o n doing what w a s best for students and
on using research to ensure that decisions had a high probability of positively affecting
outcomes. Principal Bain espoused a laser-like, student-centered focus. " M y priority, the
reason that w e are all here, is to assist students. I keep m y eye on the target at all times,
which is establishing and maintaining an environment where the focus is always on
students - academically and emotionally" (PI-221). Bain espoused that all of his
unilateral decisions were based on the impact that they would have on students. "I think
about h o w this will help our students. I think about h o w this decision will be the best
decision for students" (PI-26).
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Principal Bain became excited when he talked about student successes such as
when he described to the school council how the Academic Team had defeated a
prestigious team from a neighboring district (OBS1-53). He led the staff in the
development of the "core values" that focused on students rather than test scores (DOC1102). He espoused that students were more important than how the school ranked on the
annual state assessment: "We are not defined by test scores. We must help students
achieve academically and mature emotionally" (Pl-105).
During interviews and visits to the school, the researcher observed Bain interact
with students. When a student knocked on Bain's door during an interview, for example,
Bain stopped the conversation and gave the student his undivided attention (OBS1-76).
Conversations between Bain and students were comfortable and familiar. Bain seemed to
know what and when student assignments were due and when and how far along each
student was in completing those assignments. It was obvious that Bain truly cared about
the success of every child. It was also apparent that students were aware that Bain cared
about them. Students interacted with Bain in a relaxed yet respectful manner (OBS1-76).
Teachers verified that Principal Bain had a laser-like focus on students, as
evidenced by the 100% teacher agreement rate with norm two (NCL1-2). He worked with
students who needed additional attention. It was not uncommon for students to work on
their assignments at the conference table in Bain's office (OBS1-75). Bain knew the
students and was familiar with their academic needs (PI-188; OBS1-75). One student, for
example, stopped by Bain's office to pick up work she had left. Before the student could
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leave his office, Bain asked her if she had caught up on all her work and encouraged her
to stay abreast of her deadlines. He exhibited a genuine interest in this student (OBS175).
Focusing on students provided Bain a platform from which he garnered support
and respect from teachers. He modeled decision making and behaviors grounded in what
was best for students. Bain's relationships with and focus on students established
parameters for his own decision making.
Another component supporting Principal Bain's laser-like focus was a strategic
and consistent use of research for making decisions. Bain espoused that he made most
decisions based on research:
I make very few decisions that are not based on some kind of research. I know
teachers get tired of hearing me say that. I say sometimes that "research says,
study shows, this and this." I do very few things that I have not found somewhere
in some study or in somebody's work that says this is a good practice. I love the
medical model and apply that to school. You have to take what the latest research
says, and that may change. That research may change, and it may tell us
something different down the road. But right now, it's the best we know about....
All the things we have done, are based on research that I have read and heard or
saw. (Pl-199)
Attesting to Principal Bain's use of research, Teacher Leader Williams called him
the "Research Man" (T6-23). Teachers confirmed that Bain's behaviors were congruent
with his espoused theory in practice regarding the importance of research and that he
made decisions based on research (NCL1-5). They reported that Bain investigated, read
literature, and shared his findings with everyone. "He keeps his ear to the road and knows
his research" explained Teacher Leader Tyler (T4-3). Teachers verified that Principal
Bain used research to guide teachers to make informed decisions, as evidenced by the
high level of agreement on the Norm Checklist (NCL1-5; 15). According to Teacher
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Leader Jeffries, research informed his decision making, such as when he made the
decision to ask teachers to include pre- and post-assessments in their lesson sequences.
This was Mr. Bain's idea. We are going to do common assessments. We are going
to do the pre-test and post-test. [There have been] a lot of complaints about too
much testing. You know we did not have an option on that. But, it's all
research-based, and honestly, it has been good ideas. (T5-29)
Bain read current research and professional books and extracted theories and
ideas from his readings. He perused research, visited other schools, attended professional
development sessions, and shared all of this with his staff. By sharing research regarding
what was best for students, Bain laid the foundation for student-centered decision
making.
Theories in practice two and three: Principal as decision maker and collective
decision makers. The second, principal as decision maker, and the third, collective
decision makers, theories in practice espoused by Principal Bain appeared to contradict
each other. First, he professed that many unilateral decisions were made without regard to
teacher input. Second, he claimed to seek teacher input and empower teachers to make
decisions collectively.
According to Principal Bain, he frequently made decisions without seeking input
from others. He did not bother teachers or "... waste their time" with the less important
issues" (PI-4). He tried to protect their time: "I don't go asking every little minor
detail...." Bain, for example, determined the dates of the testing window for reading and
mathematics diagnostic assessments and established dates for other events to ensure that
all dates were synchronized on a master calendar (PI-4). Bain also espoused that he
exercised his positional authority to make academic decisions from time to time (PI-4).
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He required, for example, teachers to use a new and more comprehensive unit plan
format that he designed without soliciting the input of the faculty.
Teacher leaders confirmed that Principal Bain made unilateral academic
decisions. Mandating the use of the unit plan format was "... an executive decision,"
according to Teacher Leader Fields (Tl-55). Teacher Leader Jeffries reported that the
format was "... totally his decision ..." (T5-24), but she explained that it turned out to be
the right decision even though he failed to garner teacher input first. Fields reiterated that
this was Bain's decision (Tl-55). When Principal Bain made a decision that made
teachers unhappy, they felt comfortable going to him and letting him know. "... if he
makes them [decisions] and we don't like them, we can say, 'This is not a good
decision,'" according to Jeffries (T5-69). School norms supported Bain's assertion that he
made solo decisions (NCL1-10).
In what seemed to clash with Principal Bain's espoused theory of himself as the
major decision maker, he also explained that leadership was "point-specific" and that he
went to the experts when a decision needed to be made "... the people who know about it
are the ones you have to work with to solve the problem" (PI-21). Seeking expertise from
teachers arose as one of Bain's favored methods of decision making. He frequently
sought the counsel of expert and experienced teachers when he made unilateral decisions,
and he leaned on those "point-specific" experts to keep him apprised of decisions that
needed to be made, such as placing literacy strategies on the weekly planner. He, for
example, planned collaboratively with the Thoughtful Education teacher leader to
identify ways to support teachers implementing the newest instructional strategies. Bain
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depended on literacy teachers' expertise when he and teacher leaders decided to include
writing strategies on the weekly planner.
Referring to Principal Bain and herself, Williams explained, '"We would sit down
and talk about it" (T6-10). Prior to a professional development, for example, they planned
collaboratively to determine how the training should unfold (T6-10). In addition,
Williams recalled times when Principal Bain would approach her and other teacher
leaders following a training or meeting and ask how they felt the meeting had gone. He
asked for advice from teacher leaders (T6-57).
"Decisions are made by those who know best," according to Tyler (T4-13). If a
decision needs to be made about an area that Principal Bain knows less about than
teachers, then he will seek out information from those more knowledgeable:
For example, if a decision has to be made about reading or language arts, the
principal will work with those teachers to make a decision; and if it is about some
other content area, he will go to those teachers. (T4-13)
Many teacher leaders had expertise in different areas, making them "pointspecific" people for decision making (Pl-112). Many decisions that Bain made by
himself emerged from suggestions given to him by teacher leaders (NCL1-20). Others
not directly involved in making those decisions, or not aware that teacher leaders had
suggested the idea, sometimes believed the decision was unilaterally made by Bain.
Bain's idea of promoting different school-wide reading strategies each week was not the
principal's idea. Teacher Leader Johns explained that the idea arose as a way to remind
teachers to work on reading strategies. "Another teacher and I asked the principal if we
could put one (strategy) on the weekly planner" (T2-11).
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Another misconception about who made a decision concerned the research-based
initiative that the district mandated, called Thoughtful Education. Although this was a
district-level decision, many believed that Principal Bain acted alone and decided that the
school would participate in this three-year initiative without garnering support or
discussing it with the faculty. Johns, for example, explained that the decision was
Principal Bain's (T2-3).
Principal Bain established a number of different organizational structures where
teachers made decisions (NCL1-16; 17; T5-12; T4-3). Collective decision making
primarily occurred in team meetings, team leader meetings, committee meetings,
department meetings, faculty meetings, and school council meetings (OBS1-25; 50;
NCL1-11, 12, 16, 17; T5-12; T4-3). "Decision making is multi-leveled," according to
Teacher Leader Black (T3-3). Jeffries agreed that decision making occurred in many
different settings, such as through the collective faculty, team leaders, and individual
teachers (T5-12).
Two seventh and two eighth grade teams were each comprised of one teacher
from each content area (e.g., science, social studies, mathematics, reading). In addition,
each team was responsible for a common group of students and made decisions
concerning those students. Teacher Leader Tyler explained, "We make high stakes
decisions as a team ..." (T4-10). Black reported that, at team meetings, teachers
collectively made decisions focused on groups of students or individual students, such as
decisions concerning gifted students (T3-3) or decisions about blocking time and
changing the schedule (T3-5). Black also explained that teams made decisions about the
types of "reward we would give them [students]" (T3-4).
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Although both of the theories in practice were modeled in Principal Bain's
behaviors, collective decision making arose as the stronger of the two behaviors,
according to teacher leaders. Bain spoke of himself as somewhat of a dictator; yet,
teacher leaders generally did not share that perception. When he was told that teachers
thought him an empowering principal, he was pleased because he feared they would see
him as he sometimes saw himself (OBS1-35; Pl-226). On the other hand, he believed
that teachers and teacher leaders needed to collaborate on important issues that impacted
student achievement, as evidenced in school norms four and nine (NCL1-4, 9). Indeed,
the majority of important decisions that directly affected student achievement were made
collectively by teachers and Principal Bain.
Johns noted that important decisions were typically made either in faculty
meetings or by team leaders who solicited input from their constituents (T2-3). Whether
to apply to be a Kentucky Middle School to Watch was a decision that team leaders made
after they sought opinions from their team members (T6-12), according to Williams.
Team leaders, typically, made decisions by polling their respective team members and
collaboratively discussing their ideas and suggestions (T6-12).
Committees were established at Mt. Pleasant Middle School either for specific
purposes or to function as an arm of the school council. Committees existed for a number
of years; however, they had not always functioned effectively, according to Williams.
"Before he [Bain] was principal, we didn't have one committee. Actually, I take that
back. We probably had 30 committees, but none of them met. None of them ever met"
(T6-60). "There are still several committees," commented Fields (Tl-12). Established
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committees included the budget and curriculum committees. Jeffries explained that
committees made important decisions at Mt. Pleasant Middle School (T5-12).
Principal Bain did not automatically serve on or chair committees, according to
Williams (T6-60) and Fields (Tl-15). In fact, Williams did not think Principal Bain
served on any committee. She also noted that Bain was not one who hovered over the
committees while they worked or when they made decisions, "... and I don't think he
comes in and says you can't give the math department any money. I don't think he does
that" (Tl-15). Bain agreed; however, he noted that he monitored decisions by attending
meetings to see what was happening from time to time, such as when he meets with the
leadership team or attends monthly team meetings (Pl-181).
Another configuration established for decision making was departmental teams.
All content area teachers who taught the same subject served on a department team (e.g.,
mathematic department team, science department team). Teachers on these teams
comprised both seventh- and eighth-grade levels; therefore, department teams were
vertically aligned by subject areas. Fields explained that each department in the school
established its own component for the comprehensive school improvement plan (CSIP),
which she perceived as a strength of the school. "... we met as a ... department and
discussed how to raise the scores of our ... students ..." (T1-4). Williams agreed that in
her content area, the department members developed their own component for improving
student achievement, "... we developed our goals, and we looked at all the strategies that
went with these goals" (T6-47). "We influence each other" reflected Black as she
discussed how department teams functioned (T3-3). Department meeting agendas usually
include analyzing student work and making other decisions (T3-3).
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Faculty meetings added another dimension to the decision-making groups.
Principal Bain facilitated faculty meetings every Wednesday afternoon (NCL1-17). These
meetings provided time for all teachers to be together and share with one another.
According to Teacher Leader Jeffries, during faculty meetings Principal Bain would point
out effective practices he had observed teachers use. Jeffries noted that Bain would ask
teachers to share their effective practices with their peers. "He will mention that 'I was in
so-and-so's room, and I really liked such and such.' And, then he will ask us to discuss it
with the rest of the faculty. He does quite a bit of that" (T5-5).
Johns agreed and provided another example of how sharing of ideas resulted in a
collective decision at a faculty meeting, "... some teachers saw a radically different
rubric and brought that idea back to our principal. He presented it to the faculty, and they
[teachers] liked it. We all agreed to use it and changed our policies to accommodate it"
(T2-11).
The faculty also made the decision collectively to employ a research-based,
school-wide behavior management program called Conversation, Help, Activity,
Movement, Participation, and Signal (CHAMPS). Principal Bain recalled that, after a
survey indicated students did not feel safe at school, he took several teacher volunteers to
visit a school touted as a model for effectively implementing the CHAMPS behavior
management program. Bain asked teachers to present the findings from their visits at a
faculty meeting on the last day of school. Jeffries recalled the presentation and noted that
she was influenced by it. "I had my doubts... they sold me, and it [CHAMPS] has been a
good thing" (T5-57). According to Principal Bain, "We had the meeting in the library,
and the teachers presented it. I said very little about it...." At the end of the presentation,
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Bain called for a vote, "... you are going to have to make a decision. I guess we will do it
the old democratic way by show of hands if you are interested in us adopting this policy"
(PI-8). Bain excitedly relayed how teachers influenced other teachers that day, "I'm
telling you what - every hand was up, and some people were waving two hands ... it
really, really was an amazing time. All I did was provide the direction, and they took it"
(Pl-8).
Williams concurred that school-wide decisions were made in faculty meetings
(T6-18). "... we made the decision with the homework policy. The curriculum committee
developed it, but it was brought to the staff, and we beat that thing around. I don't know
how many times - trying to get a school-wide homework policy" (T6-35). Jeffries agreed
that decisions were made at faculty meetings. She added, however, that not all decisions
the faculty made in those meetings were always conceived in a faculty meeting. Rather,
ideas came from various people, and data and were brought to faculty meetings where the
collective faculty decided (T5-42).
In team leader meetings, school-wide decisions were made. Team leader meetings
occurred approximately once a month. Team leaders represented their peers who elected
them. Facilitated by Principal Bain, the meetings provided an opportunity for him to
solicit input and to relay information. Sometimes he asked for opinions from just the
team leaders, at other times, he asked that team leaders ascertain ideas and opinions
regarding a particular concern or issue from their peers and report back to him. "I work a
lot through team leaders," Principal Bain explained (PI-22).
Principal Bain's theory in practice regarding collective decision makers emerged
as a stronger behavior than his theory in practice that he was the major decision maker.
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Although Bain made decisions, teachers viewed themselves as empowered to make
important decisions. Teachers, additionally, perceived that Bain made many of his
unilateral decisions with their input, negating his self-perception that he was the major
decision maker.
Theory in practice four: Personal responsibility for school outcomes. Principal
Bain's fourth espoused theory in practice was accepting personal responsibility for all
decisions and outcomes (PI-214). He perceived that he reflected on his practices,
nurtured teacher leadership, and cared about students and staff. Bain also claimed that he
accepted responsibility for directives from central office. According to Bain, he
encouraged teachers to take care of their families first, which implied that he cared about
staff members. "I care about the teachers. I want teachers to take care of their families
first. Teachers are our greatest resource" (Pl-221).
Principal Bain also claimed that he began self-reflecting immediately upon
accepting the position of principal. He had been a principal only a short period when he
reflected on whether he had made a mistake by accepting the job. He was nervous
because of the important responsibilities that accompanied his new role.
When I took this job as principal, for about a week ... for a few days, I was
thinking to myself, "What have I done? What have I done to myself?" Then it
occurred to me that I am not in this by myself. There are a lot of good people
here, a lot of good teachers here that want to help and that want to move forward
and will always be ... all that anxiety just went away just like that. I really believe
that.... (Pl-108)
As the principal, Bain perceived it as his job to ensure that district directives
would be accepted and embraced, "I just don't much believe in saying that we are doing
this because somebody said so" (PI-61). In this way, Bain accepted responsibility for the
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mandates of the district and was viewed inadvertently by teachers as making some major
unilateral decisions.
Teacher leaders corroborated Principal Bain's assertion that he accepted personal
responsibility for school outcomes (T4-11; T3-4). They explained that Bain self-re fleeted,
admitted that he had made mistakes, and took action to correct his missteps (NCL1-8).
Bain, for example, made a unilateral decision early in his administrative tenure to have an
eight-period school day, explained Teacher Leader Williams. Teachers found that
dividing the day into eight periods did not allow them enough time for each class.
Williams noted that Bain listened, reflected, and changed the schedule. She said that he
changed it because... "he reflected on it, and even said this was not a good one" (T6-32).
Unity existed between Principal Bain's espoused theories in practice and his
modeled behaviors germane to teacher empowerment. The only contradiction that arose
was between Bain's belief that he did not empower others as much as he made unilateral
decisions and teachers' beliefs that they were empowered. This incongruence, however,
was resolved by his actions, which supported teachers' observations of him to a greater
extent than his own beliefs. He, in fact, did empower teachers by soliciting their input
when he made most decisions. He valued collectivity and responsibility and orchestrated
most decision making by establishing structures that nurtured empowerment. Some
teachers noted that Bain had evolved as a leader and that his leadership style had
changed, which might have explained why he perceived himself differently than teachers
viewed him and espoused a theory not completely congruent with his modeled behaviors.
Principal Bain, on the other hand, articulated that he harvested many ideas from
research, observations, and others. He shared those findings with teachers before asking
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them to make decisions in faculty, committee, or team meetings. He "planted seeds" and
cultivated informed decision making, which forced a common vision. The strategy of
"planting seeds" sometimes caused him to view decisions made collectively as his own.
Most staff members did not share that view; rather, they considered themselves important
decision makers. Teachers appreciated Bain's research and observations because it saved
them time. Bain sought and used the input of others more frequently than he realized,
making him a part of a collective decision-making team, rather than a principal who used
his positional power to make unilateral decisions.
Bain had a steadfast focus on students. He articulated and acted upon his beliefs
that a school should be student-centered, decisions should be grounded in research,
teachers should make decisions collectively because they know the students and their
needs best, and everyone should accept responsibility for their decisions and school
outcomes. Bain also closely monitored all decisions and actions by asking questions,
meeting with team leaders, attending team meetings, facilitating faculty meetings,
orchestrating intentional reflection, and analyzing data, as well as through classroom
visits and conversations with students.
Research Question 2
The second research question queried the extent to which Bain and teacher leaders
co-developed clearly defined theories in practice grounded in the policy trade-off
between empowerment and accountability. Three theories in practice emerged: (a) focus
on students, (b) collective decision making, and (c) collective responsibility. Table 3
shows each of the three co-developed theories in practice and their corresponding
assumption.
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Table 3
Principal Bain and Teacher Leaders Co-Developed Theories in Practice
Theories in
Practice
Focus on students

Corresponding Assumptions
We must make decisions that have the highest probability of
increasing student achievement; therefore, all behaviors and
decisions must be student-centered and grounded in research.

Collective Decision
Maker

We make collective decisions, because we are closest to the
students and know their needs better than the principal acting
unilaterally.

Collective
Responsibility

We are responsible for all outcomes; therefore, we reflect on our
actions and decisions to improve them or to inform our future
behaviors and decisions.

Co-developed theory in practice one: Focus. Teacher leaders and Principal Bain
possessed a collective focus that grounded all decision making in what was best for
students. To increase the probability that decisions would have a positive impact on
students, teachers used research typically provided to them by Principal Bain. Teachers
and Principal Bain placed students' needs first, which created a common vision with
students at the hub. When teacher leaders were asked to describe their thinking processes
related to making decisions, they and Bain unanimously cited their student-centered focus
as the underpinning of all decisions and actions (Pl-221; Tl-50; T2-52; T3-10; T4-10;
T5-26; T6-19).
Teacher leader thinking mirrored Principal Bain's unrelenting student-centered
focus. Teachers emulated Bain's behaviors by going that extra mile for students. The No
Zero Policy, for example, created a great deal of additional work for teachers; however,
they continued to implement the policy. Their only concerns centered on how the policy
could be implemented more efficiently and not whether the policy should be eliminated
(OBS1-27).
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Jeffries's statement illustrated the convictions of teacher leaders regarding a
student-centered focus. "I believe that Mr. Bain knows that this staff is very interested in
students..." (T5- 25). Teachers observed Bain's actions and listened to him articulate his
belief of a student-centered school. Bain's thinking and behaviors established the
acceptable parameters that teachers echoed in their decision making, which was evident
in the core values collectively developed by teachers and Bain. "We envision a school
[where] every child learns in a safe, non-threatening environment... experiences
success... learns at high level..." (DOCl-lOl; Pl-105). Bain influenced teachers to align
their actions to his, and teachers did so.
Fields posited that teachers embraced a students-first belief, "I think as a school
that's what makes our school so good, powerful or you know. I think we all, everybody,
put the students first. I don't think we have a weak link" (Tl-50). Black summed up that
focus, "We are, for some kids, all that they have. Our only goal is, 'Am I doing what is
best for all kids?'" (T3-10). William concurred, "We constantly think, how is this going
to benefit kids?" (T4-10).
Teachers and Principal Bain collectively and strategically focused on students and
student outcomes. The litmus test for making decisions was whether the decision was
focused on advancing student learning. Teachers and Principal Bain developed a policy
that eliminated "F" as a grade. To avoid student failure, zeros were not accepted; students
received incompletes. Teachers assisted students with make-up work or with relearning
content until a higher grade was earned. The goal was to move students forward rather
than dwelling on or punishing students for failures. According to Williams, instead of
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saying "... end of nine weeks ... give them an F" students were given additional
opportunities until they succeeded (T6-19; OBS1-27; DOC 1-25).
Another facet of teacher leader and Principal Bain's strategic focus on students
involved the use of research to make decisions. Bain perceived himself as the gatekeeper
of the vision and mission of the school. He viewed himself as the person on the sailboat
who climbed the pole and served as the lookout while teachers below did the important
jobs (PI-186). He thought he provided enlightenment through research by sharing what
others were doing and by keeping his eye on the target. Bain purposefully shared his
knowledge and research to set teachers up to make the best possible decisions for their
students. There were no hidden agendas; rather, Bain functioned transparently and was
honest in his desire that staff give thoughtful consideration to the research.
The use of research created a safety net for teachers to collectively make informed
student-centered decisions. School norms verified the use of research for decision making
(NCL1-5, 15). Although one might surmise that Bain manipulated teachers into making
the decisions that he wanted them to make by providing research, he remained open to
dissent. Manipulation was not likely the motivator; Bain was more likely motivated to
orchestrate decision making by a genuine desire to do what was best for students. Bain's
internal locus of control compelled him to set the stage for others to make the best
decisions possible by providing them with all the information they needed to make an
informed decision. Had staff members disagreed with the research or with the direction
that the decision or the school was heading, most reported they were completely free to
raise that objection with Principal Bain. They, however, recognized that they needed to
be prepared to refute the decision with data from research.
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Co-developed theory in practice two: Collective decision making. The second
theory in practice, collective decision making, emerged because all teachers had a voice
in the decision-making process. Teachers and Principal Bain worked together through a
variety of formal decision-making groups and through informal collaboration. Every
teacher served on more than one decision-making body. Teachers, therefore, either
provided input or made decisions through their membership on a team, a committee, a
department, or the school council. At some level, every teacher was asked to vote on,
reach consensus on, or contribute to a decision.
School norms confirmed that most decisions were made collectively (NCL1-6, 11,
12, 14, 16, 17, 20). The lower agreement rate (78%) with school norm number 14,
"Those teachers directly effected by the potential consequences from a decision are
typically the ones who make that decision," might have occurred because teachers
perceived that Bain made some major unilateral decisions, such as Thoughtful Education
implementation. Bain simply accepted the responsibility for many district directives
because he believed a district initiative had a better chance of success if teachers did not
perceive it as a district mandate (T2-3).
When Principal Bain asked teachers for advice and listened to their suggestions,
he acknowledged that teachers were essential to school improvement (NCI-4, 9).
Teachers influenced Bain's decision making. It was everyone's responsibility (teachers,
teacher leaders, and Bain) to make decisions. Committees did not fully function prior to
Bain's tenure, which indicated he was instrumental in operationalizing collective decision
making.
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The school council was not the go-to group. Rather, committees had the
responsibility to develop policies and present those drafts to the school council for
adoption. The school council approved the proposed policies with little input or
discussion. Teachers serving on teams or committees, as well as individual teachers with
expertise, arose as important collective decision makers.
Co-developed theory in practice three: Collective responsibility. Teacher leaders
and Principal Bain co-developed a theory in practice regarding accepting responsibility
for school-wide outcomes by engaging in reflective practices. Teachers and Principal
Bain reflected collectively and formally in meetings (OBS1-26; DOC1-25). Bain, for
example, attended monthly team meetings with an agenda containing only two items: (a)
What is working? and (b) What is not working?
Principal Bain and teachers brainstormed ways to refine decisions and evaluated
how things were going on a regular and frequent basis. Tyler explained that teachers and
Principal Bain engaged in reflection. "Once a month or so, the principal attends our team
meetings and asks us how things are going. What isn't working?" explained Tyler (T411; OBS1-25). Teacher Leader Williams agreed: "He [Principal Bain] will come into our
team meetings and be like, what's going on, and what do we need to do differently" (T6119). Principal Bain solicited teacher input during team meetings concerning what
needed to be done to improve the No Zero Policy (OBS1-26). Black also reported that
teachers made decisions during team meetings based on evaluating or reflecting on the
results from previous decisions such as "... the No Zero Policy" (T3-4; OBSl-lOl).
Faculty meetings and team leader meetings also served as forums for teachers and
Principal Bain to engage in reflection practices. The need for a more effective behavior
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management program, for example, was identified when teachers and Principal Bain
reflected on how safe students perceived themselves to be at school by analyzing student
survey data (T7-57; PI-21). Annual data analysis was also a form of intentional
reflection, and teachers and Bain continually engaged in reflection regarding student
formative assessment data (OBS-28). Engaging in reflective practices compelled the
collective group to feel more accountable, promoting collective responsibility.
To summarize, explicit reflection occurred in team, committee, and faculty
meetings. The role of the collective faculty was to analyze assessment data in small
groups or at faculty meetings. Team members had a responsibility to reflect at monthly
team meetings when Bain asked what was and was not working. Explicit reflection was
planned; however, much reflection also occurred implicitly and naturally in daily
discourse. Collective responsibility arose because teachers and Principal Bain worked
together to solve emerging problems and to reflect on their decisions for the purpose of
modifying, adjusting, or eliminating programs or practices not producing the desired
results. Explicit and intentional reflection encouraged the growth of collective
accountability.
Finally, in an example that epitomized the values embraced by Bain and
manifested in the norms of the collective staff, Bain developed a Gold Fist Award. This
large gold fist sat on Bain's desk until he awarded it to a teacher. The fist exemplified his
beliefs and assumptions about the role and responsibility of teachers and himself. At the
beginning of every school year, Bain explained the meaning of the Gold Fist Award to
the faculty and detailed the circumstances under which it would be presented to a teacher.
In Bain's words, ".. .it is really, really special...." and when presented to a teacher, it

169

meant that a team member went above and beyond the call of duty in exemplifying these
characteristics: (a) trust, (b) pride, (c) collective responsibility, (d) caring, and (e)
communication.
Columbus Elementary School
In a recent committee meeting, Columbus Elementary School teachers and
parents decided that more interaction between teachers and students' families should
occur. In an effort to strengthen relationships, build partnerships, and encourage families
to attend school events, the staff decided to purchase and deliver free pizzas to families
during the afternoons prior to parent-teacher organization meetings. This innovative
effort called "Columbus Delivers" illustrated the types of decisions that teachers made at
Columbus Elementary School.
School Context
Columbus Elementary School was located in southern Kentucky. The rural setting
and winding roads leading to the school were beguiling. Dotting the landscape along the
roads leading into the Columbus community were small houses and mobile homes
intermingled with a few more substantial houses. The gently sloping and rocky terrain
and the roads cut from hills were reminiscent of the Appalachian foothills. Columbus
Elementary School was one of over a dozen elementary schools belonging to a relatively
large and progressive Kentucky school district, with a superintendent who was
recognized for his leadership abilities.
In the 1920s, Columbus Elementary School served as a high school. Later, it
evolved into an elementary and middle school. During the late 1980s, it changed to its
current state as an elementary school, serving preschool through sixth-grade students.
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The main building that housed classrooms, the office complex, and the gymnasium was
constructed in the 1940s. The district planned to build a new Columbus Elementary
School in the near future.
There were 480 students who attended Columbus Elementary School.
Approximately two-thirds of the students qualified for the federally funded free and
reduced lunch program. Though the student population was not as diverse as many other
schools in the same district, Columbus Elementary School mirrored many contiguously
located rural schools in its lack of a racially diverse student population. The minority
enrollment was less than one percent, and only one student spoke English as a second
language. Twenty-nine teachers worked at Columbus Elementary School.
The office staff did not have a view of the front entrance to the school; therefore,
for safety purposes, a buzzer system helped the secretary screen visitors before admitting
them into the building. Once inside the school lobby, there was a small water feature in
one corner. An old trophy case housed student academic awards and student work
samples. A shelf held pamphlets about school programs and other relevant information.
The small school lobby also served as a hallway that opened into the library, the school
office complex, classrooms, and the gymnasium.
In previous years, Columbus Elementary School had been recognized for a variety
of achievements, including improved student assessment results and the attainment of
reading goals. The school, for example, earned the distinction of reaching Master School
status from Renaissance Learning before any other school in Kentucky (DOC2-108).
Although educated in another Kentucky school district located approximately 60
miles away, Principal Frances began his teaching career at Columbus Elementary School.
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He spent seven years teaching at the intermediate level and was in his sixth year as
principal. With the exception of student teaching at a middle school in a neighboring
district, all of his professional experience was at Columbus Elementary School.
When Frances began his tenure as principal, he was well grounded in the grades
that he had previously taught, but he recognized that he needed guidance and assistance
to understand the primary grades:
Well, when I started this job... I had a decent working knowledge of the
intermediate grades, because I had taught fourth, fifth, and sixth grades. My
degree was in middle school, so I really had that focus. I knew coming in that the
primary program was going to be something that I was going to struggle with at
first... kind of understanding the ins and the outs. So I did rely on my primary
teachers a great deal. And luckily, we had some very experienced, strong primary
teachers that kind of led the way with that program for me. (P2-189)
Analysis of Case
In this section, the researcher responds to the two research questions by
abstracting to what extent Principal Frances's espoused theories in practice and modeled
behaviors related to empowerment were aligned and to what extent Frances's and teacher
leaders' co-developed theories in practice supported the policy exchange between
empowerment and accountability. Data collected from interviews, observations,
document mining, and the norm checklist are embedded throughout the following
analysis. The Columbus Elementary School Norm Checklist is included as Appendix D.
Research Question 1
Principal Frances espoused two personal theories in practice: (a) collective
decision making and (b) responsibility for school-wide outcomes. In Table 4, both of
Frances' personal theories in practice are described, and each is paired with its
corresponding assumption.
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Table 4
Principal Frances's Theories in Practice
Theories in
Practice
Collective
Decision-Making
Responsibility for
School-wide
Outcomes

Corresponding Assumptions
I trust teachers to make decisions because they are professionals.

I have responsibility for all decisions and for all outcomes.

Theory in practice one: Collective decision making. Principal Frances espoused
that he empowered teachers to make decisions collectively (P2-2). He shared power with
teachers by giving them the authority to make most decisions (P2-18). Decision making
occurred through grade level team, committee, faculty, and school council meetings and
through solicited and unsolicited input provided to Principal Frances by teachers.
Principal Frances posited that his goal was to empower teachers to make
decisions. "I have tried to empower people" (P2-2). He noted that sharing power with
teachers had been simple because the school faced no major barriers or problems.
There isn't really a time when I go in front of the staff and say, 'This is the way it
is going to be,' because I don't think we have any really big huge issues that
cause a decision like that to be made. (P2-18)
In addition to empowering teachers through committee, grade level, and faculty meetings,
Frances asserted that he had specific people on whom he relied, depending on how their
positions, experiences, and unique strengths provided insight into the issues under
consideration.
I do have my surrogate principals, my [elementary curriculum coordinator] ECC,
and guidance counselor that are probably the core group of people that I discuss
things with, as well as the council when I bring things up to them. And if it is a
decision that is going to affect a lot of people, I actually try to get a lot of input
from different people. (P2-2)

173

When Principal Frances made unilateral decisions, he explained that he usually
sought input from teachers first. He brought teacher leaders together for the specific
purpose of garnering teacher input when necessary or to ensure that teachers had
ownership in decisions (NCL2-2). For example, after he and the Elementary Curriculum
Coordinator (ECC) attended trainings and discussed how to increase the effectiveness of
the school improvement plan, he recalled how he involved teachers:
The ECC and I could have written it [CSIP]... but as far as people having
ownership in that, it would have been very small. So I asked, and we did it with
three components. And, I asked six people to be co-chairs - two for each
component. (P2-22)
The 100% teacher response rate for school norm one (Principal Frances asks for
input from teachers) attests to the extent to which Frances involved teachers in decision
making, even when the decision was made unilaterally (NCL2-1). Allen explained that
Frances sought input and advice from teachers who had the most expertise in an area. She
said, for example, that Principal Frances went to specific teachers for their expertise. "He
[Frances] would generally call her [a fellow teacher who taught a different content area
than Allen] for content area things... and then generally he will use me [Allen] for
anything else going on..." (T29-70). Jackson summed up how Principal Frances sought
input from teachers, "He is really good about getting input. But he usually makes people
feel like they have some kind of say. I think Principal Frances always gets input" (T2725).
Teachers confirmed that most decisions were made collectively (NCL2-2, 5, 9).
Although decisions emerged from many different forums, such as committee and grade
level meetings, teachers reported that most decision making occurred in committee
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meetings, "We get delegated into specific committees to work on certain things,"
according to Teacher Leader Allen (T29-31). The formation of a committee typically
occurred because of emerging needs. When there is a need, "... we will form a
committees" remarked Teacher Leader Stanley (T20-14). Most committees formed and
disbanded as needs were identified and as objectives were met (T20-14).
Principal Frances shared so much of his decision-making power with teachers that
Teacher Leader Stanley believed that he and teachers operated on a relatively flat plane:
Well, it is not really like teacher-principal relationship. We pretty much run
ourselves. There have been lots of times when he [Frances] has forgotten things.
He didn't bring it up, but we all do it anyway.... It works most of the time. (T2040)
Teacher leaders and school norms also supported Principal Frances's belief that
he made relatively few decisions unilaterally (NCL2-5, 9, 11, 15; T29-31; T20-14). When
he did make unilateral decisions, however, he generally sought input from teachers (T2752; T29-26; NCL2- 1, 2, 6). Teacher leaders reported that the number of decisions made
unilaterally by Principal Frances had decreased over his tenure. Previously, for example,
Frances developed school budgets and submitted them to the school council for approval,
according to Teacher Leaders Hays (T2-15), Jackson (T27-52), and Allen (T29-26). This
year, however, budget decisions were passed to component managers when the new
comprehensive school improvement plan (CSIP) was composed. Principal Frances gave
more control of the budgets to others; therefore, component managers served as liaisons
between committees and Principal Frances for budget development (T29-26).
Different suppositions emerged surrounding Principal Frances's motivation for
sharing power. Frances posited that he shared power with teachers because he trusted
them and considered them professionals.
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I think everybody that works here is a professional, and we are able to make
professional decisions, and I should not have to be the person to micromanage
every single thing that they do. I guess it comes down to trust. (P2-97)
Some teacher leaders expressed a different opinion. Jackson, for example,
believed that Principal Frances had a people-oriented personality that motivated him to
share decision-making power with teachers. She explained that Frances empowered
teachers out of caring for them and wanting them to have ownership. She added that, "He
[Principal Frances] really wants, if you're on this committee and you're doing that, he
[Frances] wants you to take it and make it your own" (T27-2). She explained that Frances
wanted teachers to make decisions because he wanted them to be happy.
Frances is a real people person. He is really concerned about what people think
and how they feel about what is happening, and I think just because of his
personality.... He really goes out of his way to make people feel like he is doing
the best for them, and that he tries to make everybody happy.... (T27-36)
Allen concurred with Jackson. She said that Frances really cared about the teachers: "...
as far as loving and caring and a concerned individual, you can't get anyone any better"
(T29-62). Allen, however, believed that Principal Frances cared for others so much that it
sometimes impeded his ability to handle emerging issues. "But that [caring about
teachers] is also his downfall, because he just does not deal with those issues that are
coming up" (T29-62). Jackson concurred:
I think he really does go out of his way to make people feel like he is doing the
best for them, and... he tries to make everybody happy, and we know that in
trying to make everybody happy, he makes some people mad.... So he really tries
to get that input and do all those things, and it makes it harder. (T27-37)
Stanley also perceived that Principal Frances encouraged shared decision making
too, but she implied that Frances needed to stay more involved in the decision-making
processes. If Columbus Elementary School did not have such a strong faculty,
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empowerment might go terribly wrong, "... it could go really bad if we didn't have this
staff." She described the staff as "... very committed and very willing..." (T20-91).
Jackson explained there that were times when Frances probably should have made a
decision without asking teachers for their opinions. "I think there are things... [for which]
he should not have gotten input." She believed that Frances should have

.. just made a

decision" himself (T27-45).
Principal Frances, to a great extent, shared his decision-making power with
teachers. He empowered them to make their own decisions and, typically, solicited input
from them on decisions that he made unilaterally. Frances, however, concurred with
teachers to some degree when he noted that, if it were possible to give away too much
power, he might be guilty of that.
There may have been some instances where I empower teachers too
much. I don't know if you can really do that or not, but I feel like I have tried to
include them in any decision that people have wanted to be in on. (P2-2)
In sum, Principal Frances's desire to make others happy was an attribute
appreciated by most teacher leaders, yet it also had its pitfalls. One pitfall was the
perception by some that Frances needed to say "no" to some requests. Another pitfall was
that "giving away too much power" was viewed by some teacher leaders as Principal
Frances distancing himself from the work, which resulted in a perceived lack of
involvement in decision making.
Regardless of the motives, Principal Frances did empower teachers. Most teacher
leaders believed that Frances cared about them wanted them to be satisfied with their
decisions and with his decisions as well.
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Theory in practice two: Responsibility for school-wide outcomes. Principal
Frances espoused that he was responsible for school-wide outcomes (P2-20). Reflecting
on his own decisions and actions arose as an important venue for Principal Frances. He
used it to learn and to guide his future decision making. Frances posited that he reflected
on many issues, from student achievement to hiring new teachers.
Principal Frances, for example, claimed to engage in data analysis each fall when
the state released school test results. He recalled that he and the school curriculum
consultant (ECC) analyzed the results and organized an off-campus day for data analysis
with six teacher leaders. During this session, they (Frances and the ECC) asked teacher
leaders to reflect and analyze student assessment results, which ultimately changed some
teaching strategies. "We had a special day, and we wrote the CSIP [comprehensive
school improvement plan]. The teachers there, along with our help, are the ones that did
the data disaggregating" (P2-22). Frances said that when he reflected about his hiring
practices that he had learned valuable lessons. He explained that he accepted
responsibility for hiring teachers in the past who did not fit well in their positions and
whose strengths did not complement those of the existing staff (P2-40).
Principal Frances believed he not only reflected, but he also facilitated reflection
for teacher leaders. He invited teacher leaders to reflect on the organization of previous
comprehensive school improvement plans (CSIP). Teachers had noted that the plan was
too cumbersome to effectively evaluate its implementation and impact on school
improvement. After attending training presented by a nationally recognized expert,
Frances contemplated ways to improve the existing CSIP and asked teachers to join him
in revamping it:
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The monitoring of it was difficult. You know when we would go to gather
evidence, our new staff would say, 'No, not again' and 'This is too hard.' We
went up and listened to Doug Reeves, and he started talking about and discussing
the power of six. And that's when it came to me. We are going to change this.
My curriculum coordinator and I were driving together, and on the way back, I
told her, 'This is something we need to check into,' and 'The power of six is what
we need to do.' If we can limit it to three to five components and not have any
more than six things in each one of those and really narrow down our focus that
these are the things that we are doing, then this is what we stand for. So we started
discussing it, and I think came out with a pretty good idea. And I kind of brought
it to the staff at a faculty meeting and said, 'Here is our new component,' and we
went over it and discussed it - why we wanted to do it and thought this was the
best thing to do. And I saw heads nodding, you know, very positive expressions.
(P2-22)
By asking questions, Frances and the ECC intentionally guided teachers to reflect
on how best to organize the comprehensive school improvement plan.
We just really started looking at the things that we felt were most important. The
sticking point came with curriculum and instruction. You know. Do you have a
separate one with assessment? Or do you include the assessment in it? We ended
up just including the assessment in it, because they are all tied together anyway.
So that's how we ended up with three. We have school resources, and that way
we have more input on the budget, Title one, Title II, technology. (P2-26)
Principal Frances posited that he had learned much about his lack of patience by
reflecting on past decisions. He commented that the decisions he and teachers made today
were focused on the future rather than designed for immediate results. He, therefore, had
learned that patience was an attribute needed for evaluating decisions over the long term.
Everything that you put in place is not going to have immediate results. You
have to be willing to work on things for the long haul instead of just short-term.
These things that I am trying to implement are for the long-term. (P2-137)
Teacher leaders confirmed that Principal Frances accepted responsibility for
school outcomes (T27-64; T21-48; T21-49; T22-41). School norm four (when Principal
Frances makes a decision that fails to produce successful results, he reevaluates the
decision and takes the necessary steps to rectify it) attested to Frances's reflective nature
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and his willingness to accept responsibility for unexpected consequences. Jackson agreed
that Frances was reflective:
In the area of academic decisions and those types of school-wide things that, he
[Principal Frances] does reflect on it... school-wide, like on a
policy, or a schedule or a staff position, okay, we need to change this or we need
to make a move here. (T27-45)
To summarize, Frances espoused that everything that happened at Columbus was
his responsibility, and he demonstrated that belief to a great extent when he reflected on
his own actions and on the actions of the collective faculty and staff. From hiring teachers
to developing the comprehensive school improvement plan, Frances described how he
would handle things differently in the future and how he had already made improvements
or eliminated mistakes arising from past decisions.
Principal Frances was not only reflective of his own actions, but he also modeled
those behaviors for teachers, as evidenced by high teacher agreement rate (97%) on
school norm four (NCL2-4). He collaborated with teachers to discover ways to improve
their school, such as when they disaggregated data. As a reflective principal, he
continuously looked for more effective ways to advance student achievement, from hiring
more effective teachers to implementing strategies to improve mathematics scores. Allen
explained that Frances modeled his reflective practices for staff and how that influenced
the behaviors of teachers, "We are required to reflect on our jobs a lot, and I guess that
comes from him [Frances]" (T29-79).
Principal Frances' espoused theories in practice of collective decision making and
accepting responsibility for school outcomes aligned with his modeled behaviors related
to empowering teachers. Teachers perceived him as a principal who empowered and who
depended on them to make decisions to improve student outcomes. When committees or
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grade level teams made decisions that affected others, members typically shared their
plan with Principal Frances (Johnson, T28-26). Johnson, for example, explained that
when teachers secured speakers for their classes, "We will just need to check in the office
and make sure there is not a conflict..." (T28-40). Johnson continued, "I think he
[Principal Frances] is pretty lenient, whatever we think, you know. We know our kids the
best" (T28-43). In many situations, decisions were shared to ensure that there was no
conflict such as with the dates selected for events like Family Reading Night. Committee
members checked the school master calendar to synchronize dates (T28-4).
Research Question 2
In the second research question, the researcher sought to understand to what
extent Principal Frances and teacher leaders co-developed clear theories in practice
grounded in the policy trade-off between empowerment and accountability. Two
collectively held, clearly defined theories in practice emerged: (a) collective decision
making and (b) individual responsibility. Both co-developed theories in practice are
detailed in Table 5, and each theory in practice is paired with its corresponding
assumption.
Table 5
Principal Frances and Teacher Leaders Co-developed Theories in Practice
Theories in
Practice

Corresponding Assumptions

Collective
Decision Making

We are empowered to make most decisions. We typically make
decisions during committee meetings, faculty meetings, and grade
level team meetings.

Individual
Responsibility

I am responsible for the achievement of my students and to some
degree for the achievement of students at my grade level.

181

Theory in practice one: Collective decision making. Principal Frances and teacher
leaders co-developed a theory in practice regarding collective decision making. To
support collective decision making, several organizational structures were established
such as committees, grade level teams, and a leadership team (NCL2-7, 9; OBS2-27).
Faculty meetings and the school council afforded teachers additional opportunities to
engage in collective decision making (NCL2-10, 11; OBS2-52).
A multiplicity of committees existed, according to Jackson, "... we have so many
different groups here, of committees and things going on, so it's confusing..." (T27-24).
School committees were the most common and active working groups making collective
decisions. Stanley explained that there were committees established to select textbooks
(T20-13), participate in professional development activities related to the behavior
program and to later model for the whole faculty (T20-14), develop a master schedule
(T20-29), and establish a school master calendar (T20-53), to name a few.
Teacher Leader Hays described how the master scheduling committee
collaborated with Principal Frances to ensure that no one was inadvertently omitted when
the committee assigned responsibilities for school events.
There are certain days we are trying to set up... like Family Reading Night, Math
Night. We will come up with a list or calendar and get that set, and I then will
take it to him [Principal Frances] to clarify dates. (T22-29)
Principal Frances did not chair committees and did not participate as a member on most
committees; instead, he usually served as a consultant by providing information or
advice.
The Thoughtful Education Leadership Committee was a group of teacher leaders
who represented each grade level and who met regularly to learn new strategies taught

182

through the district-wide Thoughtful Education initiative training. Jackson explained that
the purpose of the Thoughtful Education Committee evolved from members learning new
Thoughtful Education strategies and teaching those to their peers to a more
comprehensive committee that also served as a filter for many other issues needing
attention.
We use that Thoughtful Education Leadership Team for anything else, because
we have tried really hard to consolidate down. What are our most important things
that we need to do? So even if it is something else, a parent involvement issue or
something, we usually feed that through our Thoughtful Education Team, and let
them be our filter for what we are doing, because they are already the leader of
the Learning Clubs, and when they have a learning club meeting, it is easier for
them... to say, what do you think about it? (T27-47)
Jackson cited an example of how Learning Clubs were engrossed in discussing
Thoughtful Education strategies when another issue arose:
We were having Thoughtful Education Learning Club Day... during that day,
parent involvement came up. We decided we wanted to do 'Columbus Delivers,'
and we are going to take pizzas to homes.... So that was not Thoughtful
Education at all. (T27-47)
Other committees were established at the request of the school council. When a
committee was established by the school council, it had to adhere to open meeting laws
requiring public notification of meeting dates and times and record keeping tasks such as
developing meeting agendas and recording meeting minutes (Kentucky Department of
Education, n. d.), which made establishing these committees cumbersome. Jackson
explained that the school council had established a comprehensive school improvement
plan (CSIP) committee, which was actually comprised of several sub-committees that
implemented and monitored the CSIP. "They [committees] collect evidence and then
report back to the council - our activities and what we are doing in the school.... We

183

have always done that, and it is ongoing" (T27-7). Currently, a more focused and concise
CSIP resulted in the reorganization of school council CSIP committees.
Other school council committees, according to Jackson, were established to refine
existing school policies.
There has been a concern about our homework policy, or this hasn't been
looked at. You know, we might have a policy that hasn't been looked at in three
years, so we will go back and look at it just to make sure. You know, why
changes in staff? Is this what we all believe or what we think? (T27-7)
School council committees provided updates to the school council on progress
and made recommendations regarding the adoption of a new or the refinement of an
existing policy (DOC2-55; T27-28). Jackson explained that it was typical for committees
to provide Principal Frances with updates, and he would relay that information to the
school council, "... they take that to him [Principal Frances] and they look at it, and he
brings it to the council" (T27-28). By far, the most active type of committee was not an
official arm of the school council; it was a school-based committee (DOC2-51; OBS2-26,
51).
The school council at Columbus Elementary School adopted school policies in
adherence to the Kentucky Education Reform Act requirements (DOC2-52; NCL2-7). It
met monthly and was comprised of three teachers and two parents. Principal Frances
served as the chairperson. Two teacher leaders interviewed for this study served as school
council members (DOC2-53). One parent member of the school council was a former
Columbus Elementary School employee, and the other parent member volunteered in the
school (DOC2-53; P2-4).
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Principal Frances explained how the school council was part of the decision
making process:
I think they contribute just because in a lot of ways they keep me accountable to
them. You know we have parents that call parent council members and ask them
questions, and then they will bring it to me during meetings or after meetings or
prior to. (P2-6)
Many decisions gained school council approval as a matter of routine (NCL2-7; OBS252). Frances described how the school council approved some decisions:
There are times when there are things that I bring to them, and they know that that
is the way it has just been done, and it is part of the success, and they are not
going to buck that. (P2-7)
Both parent members on the school council, according to Principal Frances,
served as members on comprehensive school improvement plan (CSIP) component
committees, which further assisted to indoctrinate them into educational jargon and
school issues (P2-4). Jackson pointed out that, if parents were not working actively in the
school, she feared they would feel ineffective: "... if you had a parent on there [school
council] that worked and was not involved with any of the committees, they would not
feel very validated. They would not understand as much of what is going on" (T27-102).
Teacher Leader Troup reported that most decisions were made collectively by the
staff before issues reached the school council (T21-4). School norm seven confirmed that
the school council generally approved decisions with few questions (NCL2-7). According
to Allen, the effectiveness of the school council could change from year to year and was
dependent upon the individuals who were elected to serve on the school council each
term (T29-10). Calling it a rubber stamping entity, Stanley noted that the school council
"... basically are there to vote on something we have already decided on, and just to put it
through" (T20-12).
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At each grade level, teachers comprised a grade level team and made decisions
about the day-to-day operations of its team and about other issues, such as where and
when to take students on field trips (T27-54; NCL2-10). According to Jackson, leadership
existed at each grade level (T27-57). She explained that committees were typically
comprised of teachers who represented all grade levels (T27-28). These representatives
met with their grade level teams for input and then took information back to the
committees.
We try to get a representation. They [committees] will meet, go back and talk to
their teams, and then bring it back. Because a lot of times, if someone is not
happy, we are told, you should have told your representative when they brought it
to you." (T27-28)
Hays concurred and explained that Principal Frances requested that textbooks, for
example, be examined by grade level teams, "... he has us to do it by grade level" (T2222).
Support for collective decision making manifested when teachers and Principal
Frances depended on the expertise of each other to make decisions. Jackson, for example,
explained that a new teacher shared her expertise in literacy and pointed to the fact that
teachers were now using her ideas and their new learning to improve reading instruction
and assessment (T27-82). Teachers also sought assistance and expertise from the
elementary school-based curriculum coordinator (ECC), according to Johnson (T28-55).
The ECC, for example, learned a different way to teach students how to answer an openresponse question. The teachers asked the ECC to share that information with them.
Johnson explained that, after the ECC presented the information to the faculty, they
decided to use part of the new strategy. "Sometimes teachers would not have the kids to
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do open response on their own until after Christmas. So the kids could just copy what the
teacher modeled until after Christmas [when] students start writing their own..." (T2855).
To summarize, collective decision making was operationalized. Teachers made
decisions together regarding issues arising in their own classrooms and within their grade
level teams (NCL2-9). Committees formed and disbanded as issues or needs surfaced and
were resolved. The school council adopted policies and established committees when a
need arose, but the effectiveness of the school council was subject to change with the
next school council election. The majority of decisions, however, were made through
committees. Although faculty meetings provided an arena for discussing school-wide
issues and for occasionally making decisions, committee structures provided the most
utilized platform for collective empowerment. Grade level team meetings emerged as the
second most common forum for collective decision making following committees.
By sharing his power, Principal Frances nurtured collective decision making.
Teacher leaders believed that, whether Frances asked them to make a decision or not, it
was their job to do so anyway (T20-40). Because in most cases committees functioned
autonomously without Frances, teacher leaders were comfortable making decisions in his
absence. Therefore, the theory in practice regarding collective decision making generally
included teachers making decisions without the direct participation of Frances.
Theory in practice two: Individual responsibility. Principal Frances and teachers
co-developed a theory in practice regarding individual accountability. Teacher leaders
expressed a feeling of accountability for their own actions and for the outcomes of their
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own students (NCL2-13, 18; T28-82; T27-67). School norms confirmed that teachers
accepted responsibility for their students' outcomes (NCL2-13, 14, 18, 19).
Jackson explained that teachers felt responsible for what was happening in their
class and at their grade levels:
If you are in a testing area, you feel accountable for what they [students]
are doing. You feel ownership there... Like our third grade [teachers]
feels accountable for science scores along with our fourth grade [teachers],
because they know they are the year before [testing]. Then fourth grade
[teachers] feels accountable in some sense for like the social studies because they
are the year before [testing]... but for the K-2 [teachers], it is not the stress of
state accountability. We are accountable to our students and their learning. And
we have a wonderful faculty in that we want to make sure everybody in our class
is learning and doing well, and if we do not know what to do today, we will go
ask somebody. So, I think for K-2 [teachers], it is more of that kind of
accountability. Is Johnny going to leave my class reading? When you get into
those tested grades, it [the feeling of responsibility] is more from state test score.
(T27-67)
Accountability embraced by teachers, therefore, was generally classroom and
grade level specific, according to Jackson. Johnson concurred, "I think each of us kind of
looks out for ourselves" (T28-82). Jackson agreed that those teaching in grades assessed
on the Kentucky Core Content Test felt a stronger sense of responsibility for student
achievement. Although she noted there were exceptions and recognized that all teachers
felt accountable to their own students, she believed that those teachers in accountabilitytested grades typically felt more accountable than their peers teaching in non-assessed
grades.
We have an on-demand plan for K-6, and we have an open response plan K-6.
And, it is laid out - exactly what you do at each grade level. And I think the
reason I would say some teachers don't feel accountable is because... we don't
even know [about the plan], and say 'What is that?' And it is written in our plan
at our grade level. We are supposed to do it. Then, I think, obviously, we do
not feel the accountability for our part of it. (T27-151)
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Glimmers of collective accountability were apparent when teachers made
decisions in Frances' absence and when teachers identified emerging issues and asked
their peers to join them in solving these problems. The staff at Columbus Elementary
School employed formal and informal methods of identifying and isolating school-wide
problems. According to Teacher Leader Troup, formal methods of identifying concerns
occurred through data disaggregation following the release of the state assessment results
each fall. Data analysis, however, occurred because Principal Frances arranged and cofacilitated it.
Hays explained that problems identified during formal meetings were often sent
to committees for further analysis: "... we started talking about it at a faculty meeting...
and went back to one of the committees (Positive Behavior Systems Committee) .. .but it
started at a faculty level" (T22-41). Conversely, informal methods of identifying
problems surfaced as teachers discussed concerns in hallways, at lunch, or in other casual
conversations (OBS2-1; T21-48; T21-49).
The homework policy was revamped as a result of formally identifying a
problem. Jackson explained that parents voiced their concerns, and discrepancies were
found in the amount of homework each teacher assigned within a grade level (T27-8).
Principal Frances and the curriculum specialists also examined the existing policy and
noted that it was not user-friendly. Frances sent this concern to a committee that revisited
and revised the homework policy (T27-8, 9).
Teachers at times informally identified emerging concerns through their
discussions or casual observations. Troup and her peers, for example, became concerned
that students were too loud in the hallways. ".. .just the other day we were walking in the
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hallway. There was too much noise" (T21-22). Troup explained that she and her fellow
teachers brought this to the faculty for consideration, and collectively reached consensus
on how to lessen the noise.
Johnson believed that individual accountability was slowly evolving into more
collective accountability.
I think at one point in testing, it was just the grade level... the people that were
actually doing the assessments that really felt they were accountable, and I think
they are even when tests... results were revealed that way... and I think over the
past couple of years.... I think we have realized that it is a team effort. (T28-92)
Individual responsibility emerged as a stronger thread than did collective
accountability. Although there were many examples of an evolving acceptance of
collective responsibility, it was not as highly operationalized as was the teacher leader
espoused level of individual responsibility. School norms verified individual
responsibility and demonstrated a growing sense of collective responsibility for all school
outcomes (NCL2-13, 14). Many teacher leader espoused theories in practice and some
behaviors were indicative of emerging collectivity. Teacher leaders acknowledged a
growing sense of collective accountability for school-wide student achievement (NCL214). A sense of responsibility, for example, surfaced when teacher leaders made decisions
without being directed to do so by Principal Frances (T28-82).
Teachers engaged in formal data analysis and formally and informally identified
emerging concerns. Teacher leaders accepted responsibility for their own behaviors and
decisions, as well as for their own students' academic performance (NCL2-13, 14, 18).
Finally, all teachers did not participate in implementing school protocols (e.g., writing
plan), which implied that teachers did not perceive their role as imperative to increasing
school-wide outcomes (T27-151).
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In conclusion, Principal Frances shared power with teachers. He and teacher
leaders established structures such as committees and grade level teams and made
decisions collectively, flattening the decision-making hierarchy. Establishing decisionmaking groups operationalized committees as the hub of collective decision making and
grade level teams as the core decision-making entity for grade level issues. Although
state reform mandated that school councils serve as policy making groups in Kentucky
schools, Columbus Elementary School developed its own organizational structures for
empowerment. Most decisions were made by teachers before issues went to the school
council, suggesting that teacher groups such as committees and the collective faculty
were more important decision makers than the school council.
Grade level teams mirrored committees, in that they were established as platforms
to empower teachers to make collective decisions. The establishment of grade level teams
provided an organizational setting for teachers to meet and make decisions about students
and issues relative to their grade levels. Each grade level team selected a teacher to
represent them on committees. Committees and grade level teams provided the platform
to operationalize collective empowerment, but not necessarily in accordance with the
organizational structures envisioned by reform writers such as "school council"
committees. Using school-based committees and grade level teams for collective decision
making reflected Principal Frances's beliefs and behaviors that he trusted teachers to
make decisions.
Most decision making occurred outside the parameters of the school council.
Although the school council served an important role, its decisions were not as important
as those made by committee and grade level teams. Teacher leaders recognized that the
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effectiveness of the school council could vacillate from year to year due to its dependence
upon the knowledge and participation of those individuals elected to serve each term,
especially parent members who were generally unfamiliar with education jargon,
theories, and practices. Therefore, staff had institutionalized empowerment through
school-based groups rather than through the school council structure.
Every teacher made decisions, and most teachers participated in a number of
different decision-making groups. Teachers, generally, knew and appreciated that they
were empowered to make decisions, and they and Frances all believed their
empowerment was essential to continuously improving their school.
Although collective accountability would seem to logically accompany a highly
effective group of empowered teachers, individual accountability emerged as a stronger
thread, illustrating that teachers accepted responsibility for their own decisions and for
the achievement of students in their classes or grade levels, but not consistently for
school-wide outcomes. Collective accountability, however, was apparent in some
behaviors. Principal Frances facilitated teachers in data analysis and discussed schoolwide progress and outcomes, but these events had not fully transferred to teacher
behaviors outside of formally called sessions. When the state and federal assessments
expanded to encompass students at additional grade levels (e.g., third and sixth), it
inherently brought with it a more profound sense of responsibility for student assessment
results by teachers at additional grade levels, making testing of more grade levels partly
responsible for an evolving sense of collective accountability. Collective accountability,
therefore, was not consistently evident in the beliefs and behaviors of all staff, but there
were indications of its growth.
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Teachers had a voice at Columbus Elementary School, and their decisions had the
potential to directly impact student outcomes. Lack of direction from Principal Frances,
however, was identified as a potential barrier to the development of collective
accountability. Frances himself recognized that he may have been too trusting and may
have given away too much power without enough direction. Principal Frances provided a
large degree of freedom, which was perceived by some as free reign. This perception
caused some teacher leaders to articulate a need for more direction and focus from
Frances.
Through the established formal structures, Principal Frances empowered teachers
to make important decisions about how to improve student learning. Collective decision
making was highly internalized. Teachers were empowered and shared authority with
Principal Frances, which contributed to the overall school improvement. Empowerment
and collective decision making worked at Columbus Elementary School; however,
collective responsibility for school outcomes was not identified as a school norm. The
lack of collective responsibility might have impeded progress toward institutionalizing
the exchange of empowerment for accountability hypothesized by this researcher.
Charles Jefferson Elementary School
Each morning before school, students gathered in the gymnasium for the
"Morning Meeting" hosted by Principal Michaels. Once students arrived, Michaels raised
his hand to get their attention. In less than five seconds, silence swept across the room.
Michaels spoke in a normal voice, but every student could hear him, because they were
listening intently. He recognized and cheered their successes, encouraged their academic
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achievement and positive behaviors, and exuded a caring demeanor and a charismatic
personality. It was apparent that he was there for one reason - the students.
School Context
Charles Jefferson Elementary School was located in the southwest corner of a
growing Kentucky county. This rural community had a median household income of
$41,250, which was slightly higher than the overall county median income (U.S. Census,
2000). The community contributed 1,752 people to the total county population of over
100,000, according to the most recent census data (2000). The school was established in
the 1920s, and it had a long history and a proud tradition.
The school was positioned on a busy highway, yet was nestled within a small
community of homes and a few businesses. A 13,000 square foot annex and new fa9ade
added in 2002 created the current 21st century Charles Jefferson Elementary School
building. As a result of the renovation, classroom windows that originally faced outdoors
now opened into the interior of the school and exposed views of students and teachers in
their classrooms to anyone in the halls. The new addition included a second set of front
doors that forced visitors through the office complex prior to the school staff admitting
them to the building. Visitors emerged from the office into a large lobby facing the
gymnasium doors. Murals in the hallways and in the cafeteria created an atmosphere of
warmth. Street signs were painted on the walls at the corner of each hallway and provided
direction to new students and visitors as well as adding charm to the school. Students
who had performed at a proficient or distinguished level on state assessments had been
given their own concrete blocks on the wall to autograph as a reward for their
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achievements. The autographed wall covered the hallway leading directly into the
gymnasium, making it highly visible to visitors.
As a preschool through sixth-grade center, Charles Jefferson Elementary School
served a student population of approximately 580 students. Forty-four percent of the
student population qualified for the federal-funded free and reduced lunch program, and
minority students accounted for 10% of the current student body. There were
approximately 29 certified and 20 classified staff members employed at Charles Jefferson
Elementary School.
In 1999, the school council hired Mr. Michaels as principal. When Mr. Michaels
accepted the position, he was already a veteran in education. He had taught health and
physical education in kindergarten through twelfth grades, served as an assistant director
of pupil personnel and vocational school coordinator, and started an alternative and night
school in a neighboring district. He had also served in the military. Michaels frequently
drew upon his vast experiences when discussing behaviors and the responsibilities
associated with being a principal and a teacher.
Analysis of Case
In this section, the researcher responds to the two research questions and
abstracts to what extent Principal Michaels's espoused theories in practice and modeled
behaviors related to empowerment were congruent and to what extent he and teacher
leaders co-developed theories in practice that supported the policy exchange between
empowerment and accountability. Data from document mining, observations, interviews,
and the norm checklist are embedded throughout this narrative. The Charles Jefferson
Elementary School Norm Checklist is included as Appendix E.
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Research Question 1
The researcher examined Principal Michaels's espoused theories in practice and
compared those to his modeled behaviors related to empowerment. He expressed three
personal theories in practice: (a) relationships between students and adults and among
adults, (b) empowerment, and (c) responsibility for school-wide outcomes. In Table 6,
each of these theories is shown and is paired with its corresponding assumptions.
Table 6
Principal Michaels's Theories in Practice

Theories in Practice

Corresponding Assumptions

Relationships between
students and adults and
among adults

Relationships between adults and students are essential to
increasing student learning, and relationships among
adults create collectivity.

Empowerment

To do what is best for students, I must share my decisionmaking power with teachers.
When I have to make a decision, then I need to solicit
input from teachers or consider unsolicited input from
teachers with expertise or experience in a particular area.

Responsibility for schoolwide outcomes

As the principal, I am accountable for all school
outcomes; therefore, I need to monitor all decision
making and encourage professional dialogue.

Theory in practice one: Relationships between students and adults and among
adults. Principal Michaels espoused a strong belief regarding building relationships with
and caring about students and teachers. He, for example, professed to place student needs
above all others. "We are here for the kids" (P3-40). He cared about them beyond their
enrollment at Charles Jefferson Elementary School. "I actually go to Laurel G. Payne
Middle School once or twice a year and stand in the hallway to see my former kids" (P3-
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23). He concurrently articulated that he cared about staff members, too, and that coming
to work was a pleasure (P3-18).
Teachers attested to Michaels's commitment to students. Teacher Leaders Janes
and Rhodes explained that Michaels not only said he put students first, but his actions
solidified it (T34-12; T32-66). They acknowledged that he was student-centered (NCL32, 5). Teacher Leader Davids, for example, explained how Michaels demonstrated that he
cared about students:
I brought a child into his office last week who was just belligerent and defiant and
didn't want to do anything for me, and she had an attitude. I was hoping that she
would get an attitude adjustment at home, and it didn't happen. So, I told her we
would just go see Mr. Michaels. He sat her down and let her talk about what was
going on at home, and she started crying. He gave her a big hug. He gave her a
tissue too. He said, 'Okay settle down. I want more from you.' He has high
expectations of each child. He follows through with a lot of the children. He will
come to classrooms and say, 'Where have you been? Why were you absent? Did
you finish that question on your test today?' (T31-38)
Teacher Leader Cole explained that teachers stand at the entrance doors in the
mornings prior to school starting because "He [Principal Michaels] requires that a teacher
meet all students individually as they come into the building each morning. His
philosophy is that every child must be greeted. Therefore, every morning a teacher stands
at the door and welcomes each child" (T36-28). Principal Michaels also greeted students.
He stood at the gymnasium door and greeted every student every morning (OBS3-15). He
stopped students, conversed with them, and asked them questions. Some of his comments
and questions included, "Are you feeling better today? Did you miss us yesterday when
you were absent? Did you go to the doctor? Did you get your homework finished?" and
"Give me five" (OBS3-15). If students did not get a handshake or Michaels failed to
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acknowledge them because several students came in at once, students stopped and waited
for his attention (OBS3-16).
Janes and Rhodes frequently witnessed Principal Michaels's model his studentcentered convictions (T32-66; T34-12). According to Janes, it was typical for him to
work with students during his frequent classroom visits.
It is not uncommon to see him sit down in a classroom and help a child in the
classroom or participate in the lesson, even raising his hand, doing what you are
doing. He knows almost every child. I would venture to say [he knows] every
child in this building by name. He knows parents very well, their background, and
their home life. He is very invested in the children, and very rarely do you find
him in his office. And, if he is in his office, he is not happy because he had rather
be in a classroom with kids. (T34-12)
Rhodes explained Principal Michaels had rapport with students:
He works on getting to know every kid's name, spending time in every classroom.
When he comes in the classroom, he gets involved in the lesson. I have seen him
many times ask them [students] personal information about something going on.
He makes the kids feel at ease with him too. (T33-32)
Teacher leaders noted that Principal Michaels tracked the progress of students
because he was sincerely interested in what each student achieved. According to Janes,
Michaels examined test scores and report cards. He knew the potential of each individual
child. "He is here for the kids, and they are the most important; and whatever decision he
makes, he does it because he feels that it is in their [students] best interest and that it will
benefit them the most" (T34-26).
In addition to his presence in classrooms, teacher leaders knew that if a choice
had to be made between what was in the best interest of adults and what was in the best
interest of students, Principal Michaels would choose the students. Janes explained, "... if
it came down to choosing which is best for teachers or what's best for kids, he would
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choose the kids" (T34-26). Principal Michaels confirmed Janes's assertion, "I'll overrule
any decision that is not best for Charles Jefferson Elementary School and the students"
(P3-44).
Teachers, however, reported that Principal Michaels cared about them as well
(NCL3-8). He encouraged them to spend time together (NCL3-8). Davids explained that
Principal Michaels did special things to show them how much he cared about them.
During Teacher Appreciation Week, he [Principal Michaels] had someone come
in and cover our classrooms so we could go where we wanted to go [for lunch].
Like some of us went to a restaurant together. Some of us went shopping. So it
was really nice. And, Teacher Appreciation Week, he made dinner for us. (T3195)
Davids explained that Michaels valued teachers' time. "He eliminates as many
faculty meetings as possible" (T31-32). Rather, Michaels typically used e-mail, grade
level meetings, planning notebooks, and other means to communicate with teachers
(DOC3-151). Davids perceived that Michaels valued them and their time (T31-32, 45).
Teacher Leader Creek reported that Principal Michaels would articulate his
feelings for teachers (Creek, T32-70). She said that Principal Michaels told them on
many occasions they were like family, "He says that we are his second family, because
he is probably with us more than he is with his own family" (T32-70). She recalled, for
example, one time when she hurt herself:
He cared about me and would do anything for me. I remember that I cut my hand
open during Thanksgiving break. He was the only one in the building, and here I
am trying not to cry in front of the principal. He was a very caring individual.
(T32-72)
Teacher Leader Roberts concurred, "He tells us that a lot, how proud he is, and how he
feels very blessed to have such a wonderful staff' (T30-9).
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Principal Michaels's actions institutionalized his espoused theory in practice of
building relationships between and among adults and students. The relationships that
Principal Michaels established and nurtured with students and with teachers manifested
in his other theories in practice. Because he genuinely cared about students, he invested a
large amount of his energy into strengthening his relationships with them. Staff members
were also the recipients of his attention as he invested in them, too. His relationships with
students and teachers laid the foundation for all other behaviors and decisions.
Past the age of retirement, Michaels's voluntary presence verified for teachers that
he was sincere in his words and actions and happy to be principal at Charles Jefferson
Elementary School. It told teachers that he had a choice, and he had chosen students and
teachers. Every day, Michaels modeled his happiness, and it rubbed off on students and
teachers. Michaels possessed an intense and unwavering focus on what was best for
students. He served as the gatekeeper of the student-centered focus. Creek noted that her
former principal cared about teachers more than he cared for students, implying that she
respected and preferred Principal Michaels's focus on students first (T32-71).
Theory in practice two: Empowerment. Principal Michaels espoused that he
empowered teachers to make decisions and that he solicited their input into decisions that
he made unilaterally. He posited that"... for those teachers to be empowered, they must
feel they are important, and they have input into whatever happens" (P3-32). Michaels
believed that part of empowering teachers involved listening to and considering their
suggestions and ideas when he made decisions. He, therefore, wanted teachers to view
him as a good listener. "I hope they [teachers] see me as a person who is willing to listen
and empower them in decision making" (P3-44).
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Teachers verified that Principal Michaels empowered them by inviting them to
weigh in on decisions (NCL3-1, 3,4, 11, 12). They also confirmed that Michaels listened
when they shared ideas. Davids explained that Michaels "... will listen to me" (T31 -43).
Davids added, "He listens to me. He asks my opinion, and a lot of times, I do not just tell
him what he wants to hear" (T31-83).
Teachers generally believed that when Principal Michaels made unilateral
decisions, he had secured advice and opinions from all staff (NCL3-1, 3, 4). Most
teachers agreed that Michaels sought opinions, listened to suggestions, and made
decisions based on that knowledge (NCL3-3). Cole explained, "Mr. Michaels will make
the final call for some decisions, but rarely without asking teachers what they think or
want to do; and then he generally goes with their suggestions" (T36-10). Davids recalled
how she had observed Michaels going up and down the hallways talking to teachers in an
effort to get input on decisions. He asked questions of teachers such as, "What do you
think about this? What do you think about that?" and "What's good about this?" (T3172).
Several teacher leaders cited the master schedule as an example of how Principal
Michaels made some unilateral decisions, yet remained open to input and change. Janes
explained how Michaels worked with teachers:
He makes up the schedule, but if we have a concern, he is very willing to sit down
with us and look at that and make changes to accommodate. Like the one
[change] he did to give us common planning time everyday. (T34-13)
Principal Michaels described a situation where teachers asked him to let them
make a change, "And we were talking about Thoughtful Education and that we were
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going too fast. We discussed it at a faculty meeting and that is when I said, "Okay, let's
back off (P3-13).
During grade level team and committee meetings, teachers had the flexibility and
freedom to make decisions; however, these structures also provided Principal Michaels
with a mechanism for seeking teacher input before making unilateral decisions. It was
through advice from a teacher and soliciting input at a grade level team meeting that
Michaels learned of problems with the school master schedule. According to Michaels,
teachers informed him of the mistake:
Special area schedules were a team effort. We found out that there was a 20
minute dead time that was created from the special blocks of content areas before
they [students] went to lunch, and it was a dead time. We rearranged some
planning times and some special areas so that the 20 minute dead time
disappeared. (P3-2)
This decision was predicated on the information that Michaels gleaned from specifically
seeking input from grade level teams.
It was a team. And, then what happened was I did the schedule and a physical
education teacher... [gave me advice]. So I took her advice, and we went to the
sixth grade team and the third grade team, and through talking about it, that was
how the special areas schedule has changed. So the P-4's actually eat last, but
they do not have that 20 minutes of dead time that they used to have, or six grade
does not have the dead time either. (P3-3)
Although grade level and committee meetings provided the most common forum
for collective decision making and for Principal Michaels to seek teacher input, according
to Cole, he also "poses situations and questions via e-mail and asks for responses. He
even keeps a checklist to ensure that everyone has responded before making a final
decision" (T36-15). Janes summed up how she perceived that Michaels gained
information from teachers prior to making decisions:
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He has come to me for my opinion.... Usually, I am one of the people of a list of
people that he is trying to get information from. He is very good about getting all
the information he needs to make a decision and then basing his decision on all of
the information that he has gathered. (T34-29)
Believing that Michaels sought information from as many teachers as he could, Janes
cited team meetings as the most important setting for this solicitation (T34-30, 31):
We meet once a week with our teams during planning time, he will say, "I will be
coming around to the teams this week on this day, because I need to meet with all
the different teams." It is usually to give us information or to ask us our opinion
about something. And I think that is one of the reasons that we respect him so
much, in that we think that he cares about us. He never has that one person that he
goes to. He is always very fair about how he goes and gets information, and he
makes a decision based on all the information that he gathers. (T34-32)
Cole concurred and reiterated how Michaels accessed teacher input:
Mr. Michaels does not go to individuals to seek input as frequently as he goes to a
committee or grade level to seek input. Input from individuals is rarely
considered; rather, he seeks input during grade level and committee meetings. He
frequently seeks the advice of the curriculum coordinator too. (T36-12)
Principal Michaels also sought input from teachers and provided feedback
through planning notebooks (DOC3-4, 151). Each team and committee put information in
a "planning notebook" and submitted that notebook to Principal Michaels (DOC3-31;
NCL3-16). Michaels used the planning notebooks to monitor all team and committee
actions and decisions and to stay abreast of issues and concerns in the school. The
planning notebooks promoted interactive communication through dialogue written to and
from Michaels and teachers (DOC3-16, 189; OBS3-31). According to Cole, the planning
notebooks provided an additional way for teachers and Michaels to communicate.
If we have questions or concerns, we ask Mr. Michaels to respond. These
notebooks are submitted to him and he reads and comments or answers questions
back, which saves meeting all of the time. Plus, this allows us to make decisions
and simply let him know rather than having to ask him everything. Also, these
minutes are made available to parents and visitors in the building. They are posted
in the front office for easy access. (T36-6)
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Davids recalled that Principal Michaels would send out e-mails or ask that grade
level teams meet him in his office for a quick meeting when he needed input (T31-32).
Creek explained that, although there were a number of ways that teachers made
decisions, she believed most decision making occurred in grade level team meetings
(T32-28).
Grade level teams also made collective decisions regarding their grade level and
their students. Principal Michaels supported decisions made by teams, explained Janes:
We made that decision, and he accepted that. And that is one thing that I can say
about Mr. Michaels that is very important... he will always back you. No matter
what decision you make.... I have never doubted that if I had a problem that I
could go to him, and he would not support me, because he always does. (T34-18)
Committee meetings provided an additional arena for collective decision making.
Teachers were empowered to make decisions regarding a number of issues such as
adopting textbooks, developing discipline policies, learning together, and selecting a
school-wide focus from the Thoughtful Education initiative (Roberts, T30-91; Janes,
T34-3). Roberts provided an example of how a committee was established to deal with
textbook adoptions, "Right now it is science [textbook adoption], and there are several
teachers from different teams making that decision" (T30-33).
According to Cole, committees made decisions and then submitted those
decisions to Michaels who reviewed them.
A committee decided which textbook series to adopt. After they made that
decision, they recommended that to Mr. Michaels. Teachers developed a timeline
of what would be taught and when. For example, after the adoption of the
textbook they recommended that each grade level develop a curriculum timeline
and turn it in to the curriculum coordinator. The curriculum coordinator checked
over it and looked for gaps. Once it was revised by the committee, they turned it
in to Mr. Michaels as a complete document. He scanned each curriculum map to
ensure it was complete, and trusted each grade level committee since he said,
"They are the experts in their field, not me." (T36-20)
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Cole added that Principal Michaels empowered teachers to make decisions, but he
ensured that decisions were appropriate:
Mr. Michaels serves as a safety net to teachers on committees and on grade level
teams. He allows them to make decisions, but he makes sure that their decisions
are legal and that the budget allows for expenditures to support teacher decisions.
(T36-21)
In sum, Principal Michaels's assertions that he empowered teachers by asking
them to make decisions, garnering their input, and listening to their unsolicited input
were congruent with his modeled behaviors. Michaels knew he could not improve student
learning alone and that he needed teachers. He demonstrated empowerment by asking
teachers to meet in their committees and in their teams to make instructional and
behavioral decisions to improve student learning and to provide input for decisions he
made.
Theory in practice three: Responsibility. Principal Michaels espoused that he
accepted responsibility for school-wide outcomes. "I am responsible. I am the principal
of the building, and basically I am responsible for everything that happens in this
building. And I will take blame if something doesn't work" (P3-32). Several components
comprised Principal Michaels's espoused sense of responsibility such as reflecting
(NCL3-7; P3-26), acknowledging his mistakes (NCL3-7; P3-26), and monitoring the
decisions of teachers (OBS3-126).
Principal Michaels reported that he learned from his mistakes. He reflected on
decisions he had made or that he and teachers had made together and tried to use that
information to inform future decisions:
We have our P-3 [second grade teachers] and P-4 [third grade teachers] looping.
Eventually I want our P-2 [first grade teachers] and P-3 [second grade teachers],
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and eventually our fifth and sixth, but to do that you had to have the right people
in the right place. That has not quite happened, but the year that our test scores
dropped, I had placed a teacher there. We decided to flex group according to
ability. The mistake was made, and I did not catch it in time. I put the weak
teacher with the less weak class. So therefore, they didn't get the skills as good as
they should have. Then during testing the following fall, when we looked at it all,
we found that there were a lot of people that did not score to their ability. With
some questioning, I found out we had some boys that decided to have a contest,
and it was "who could finish first." The situation was [that] we found that the
teacher was in the room and monitoring, but not to the [extent] that I should have
been aware. Those students should have been brought to me, so we could have
done everything we could have legally. Maybe having them to redo the test [for
example], but not allow it to count. In fact the following year, after I made a
mistake and changed some things, I actually sat in a class all during testing to
make sure that didn't happen again. So that was a mistake that I really didn't
realize, and it was corrected really quick that next fall when we found out what is
going on. (P3-26)
Michaels claimed that he admitted his mistake to the faculty. "I said I made a
mistake ... I made a mistake and that mistake will not happen again" (P3-27). Principal
Michaels espoused that when he made a mistake, he worked to immediately rectify it
(P3-26).
Teacher leaders verified that Michaels reflected publicly (Janes, T34-75; NCL37). Janes, for example, recalled countless times when Principal Michaels stated he had
made a mistake, that he was sorry, or that it was his fault (NCL3-7; T34-75). According
to Janes, "If he makes a mistake, he is the first to say, 'I messed up"' (T34-75). Principal
Michaels held himself accountable when he made a mistake, explained Creek (T32-60).
Davids provided insight into how Michaels publicly accepted responsibility and rectified
mistakes:
When we were going on a field trip and the transportation form for it - we needed
him to send it to central office, and there was a lack of communication there
between the teacher and him, and the bus wasn't there. We had a hundred kids at
the doorway waiting to get on the bus, and the buses were not here, and we were
panicky, and he was saying, "It's okay. Don't worry about it." He made a phone
call, and he admitted that he'd made a mistake.... (T31-66)
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Principal Michaels and teachers reflected on the results from their decisions and
on their instructional practices (T31-11; NCL3-7, 13). Davids, for example, recalled how
teachers reflected collaboratively on their adopted behavior management program to
identify ways to gain more teacher buy-in:
We want everybody to buy into it. So we decided a way that we could have a little
more training in that at the beginning of the year - at our opening faculty meeting.
And we did a little pep talk, and there were a lot of people there [who]
encouraged others to buy into it, and that seems to have helped because it was
school-wide. (T3-14)
Davids provided another example of a decision that failed to reap the desired results,
which involved problems with student dismissal in the afternoons. During a faculty
meeting, Principal Michaels and teachers reflected together on this concern:
We discussed if we could do anything about late dismissal. We have every child
in this school, except for car riders, go in that gym at the end of the day. And we
were in charge of it, two of my colleagues. The three of us have to keep kids to a
dull roar, which is impossible for us to do at the end of the day with these kids.
We tried level two, that didn't work. We tried level zero, and that didn't work.
Then we finally said, "Why can't we just keep the kids in our rooms, and they
will be dismissed by buses?" By bus, purple bus, and those kids walk up the hall,
and we are in charge of supervising our hall by our door, and it is so much
smoother. (T3-28)
Reflection occurred frequently and informed a plethora of new or revised
decisions. Agreeing to focus on only one strategy each semester from the Thoughtful
Education initiative, for example, resulted from teachers and Principal Michaels
reflecting collectively, according to Teacher Rhodes (T34-39). Strategies and activities
included in the school improvement plan were identified through an annual school-wide
data analysis:
We talked at length about them [test scores]. First of all, we went over the test
scores and spent a lot of time looking at what was wrong, and then went through
the process of looking at everything. We broke up into small groups and looked at
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everything in detail as to where the minute differences were, and then we began to
develop what we were going to do on that one specific strand. And it was stuff, it
wasn't stuff... [not at my grade level] at all, but as a school. When I say I am at
Charles Jefferson, that's the test scores at Charles Jefferson. That's a part of me,
and I am identified with that. I would venture to say almost everyone felt that
way. We were all pretty much bummed out. (T34-59)
Important decisions were made from data analysis, according to Rhodes. "We sat
down and went through each strand and everybody took a different content area and went
through it. And, we decided on interventions and decided what we were going to be
doing. And, that's what we did" (T34-60). Teachers representing every grade level and
Principal Michaels analyzed assessment data in vertical teams (NCL3-13; Davids, T3160; P3-81). Content area committees examined data, identified areas needing attention,
and made decisions to improve student learning (T31-60; P3-81; NCL3-13).
Teachers maintained planning notebooks, and Principal Michaels monitored all
decisions (T36-6; T34-10). Even when Michaels did not attend team and committee
meetings, he reviewed teachers' decisions and actions through the use of interactive
planning notebooks.
At each team or committee meeting, teachers keep notes about what they
discussed, what decisions that they made, what questions they have for me, what
concerns they have and anything else that they want to share with me or others.
After their meetings, they place the planning notebooks on the shelf in the
hallway outside my office. I retrieve them, read them, and respond to their
questions, address concerns, make general comments, ask questions about
something they decided or want to discuss. I use these notebooks to stay current
on what is occurring in this school. After I read the notebooks and respond, I
place the notebooks back on the shelf outside my office and encourage teachers to
read them. In that way, we remain transparent. (P3-86)
By asking teachers to keep notes and submit planning notebooks, Principal
Michaels monitored decisions and stayed abreast of all actions (OBS3-126). In this way,
he monitored meetings and provided feedback, made all communication accessible to all
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teachers in a transparent manner, and encouraged collectivity through his "we are all in
this together" beliefs and actions.
Teacher Leader Janes explained how the planning notebooks were used:
So what we do in our notebook is we record what's going on in our personal
teams, what's going on in our content areas, and problems that we are having, and
then we turn them in to Mr. Michaels, and he addresses any questions that we
have. If he sees throughout multiple teams that there is a problem or an issue that
needs to be addressed, at that point, he may call a faculty meeting to address those
issues. (T34-10)
Principal Michaels's espoused theory in practice that he held himself responsible
for school-wide outcomes was confirmed by teachers in his modeled behaviors.
Research Question 2
In the second research question, the researcher sought to understand to what
extent Principal Michaels and teacher leaders co-developed clear theories in practice
grounded in the policy trade-off between empowerment and accountability. Three
theories in practice solidified the exchange of empowerment for accountability at Charles
Jefferson Elementary School: (a) relationships between adults and students and among
adults, (b) empowerment, and (c) collective responsibility for school-wide outcomes.
Table 7 details Principal Michaels and teacher leaders co-developed theories in practice.
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Table 7
Principal Michaels and Teacher Leaders Co-Developed Theories in Practice

Theories in Practice

Corresponding Assumptions

Relationships between
students and adults and
among adults

Relationships between adults and students are essential to
increasing student learning and relationships between and
among adults create unity.

Empowerment

We are in the best position to know what students need
both academically and emotionally. Therefore, we must
work together to make the best decisions possible.

Collective responsibility for
school-wide outcomes

As teachers and as the principal, we are responsible for all
school outcomes; therefore, we must help one another.

Co-developed theory in practice one: Relationships between students and adults
and among adults. Teachers and Principal Michaels demonstrated that a focus on
students was their modus operandi. Additionally, they cared about and trusted one
another.
Making decisions that were grounded in the best interest of students emerged as
the most important priority. Creek explained that she, her peers, and Principal Michaels
put students first. She viewed this from a parent perspective also, because she had
children who attended Charles Jefferson Elementary School and believed that their
teachers put them first (T32-62). Roberts concurred, "We are definitely student focused"
(T30-76). Davids explained that to be an effective teacher, it was imperative she do what
was best for her students (T31-65). Team meetings also were focused on improving
instruction for students (OBS3-31).
Teacher leaders reported that they made decisions based on what was best for
their students. According to Roberts, "The students don't benefit from it if we never
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follow through the entire process" (T30-72), and "... it just takes away from the time that
we can spend with students" (T30-76). Janes added, "I like to keep it interesting... and
fun for the learner" (T34-41, 42).
Teachers cared about and trusted each other. Several teachers spent time after
hours socializing together, having "game nights," and engaging in fun activities (T31-92).
Davids noted that the staff was like a family (T31-94). Part of that trust manifested in
how they perceived one another. Janes noted that she trusted her peers. If she had a child,
it would not matter to her the teacher who her child would be assigned the following
year.
I would feel comfortable bringing my child here and saying, "Mr. Michaels,
choose where my child goes." I would not say, "I need this teacher" We have a
strong staff. When I have parent teacher conferences and they talk about past
teachers, parents usually have glowing comments, saying, "They [students] really
did well in so-and-so's class." Last night I had a parent teacher conference, and
they were worried about their child going to fifth grade, and I told them, "We
have a very strong staff, and each person brings something different to the table."
(T34-67)
Principal Michaels concurred. He explained that the staff is so confident and trusting in
one another's abilities that he rarely had teachers put in requests for a specific teacher for
their own child even though he would honor their wishes. "I did not get very many
teacher requests for a child to go to somebody else's room" (P3-74). He added that
regardless of whose room a student was assigned, and teachers were confident the child
would get a good education.
Co-developed theory in practice two: Empowerment. Teachers and Principal
Michaels co-developed a theory in practice regarding empowerment. Teacher were
empowered to make decisions designed to improve instructional capacity, as verified by
school norm number three (collective decision making occurred most often in grade level
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teams and committee meetings) and school norm number four (teachers influenced the
decisions of the principal through ongoing dialogue). Davids claimed that Principal
Michaels knew he could not improve student outcomes without teachers (T31-37).
Teachers perceived that their input was valued and needed (NCL3-1, 3, 4). All
teacher leaders noted that Michaels had previously asked them for advice or suggestions.
Janes explained how comfortable they were giving input:
He values our input. If we have problems, he wants to know what our problems
are and if we have suggestions to fix those problems. He is very good about
listening to what we have to say I mean, listening to our suggestions and quickly
getting something into place to quickly fix those problems. (T34-1)
Roberts agreed that Michaels wanted input. "I definitely think he takes my suggestions
serious, and he respects my opinion on what we can do to improve..." (T30-117). Rhodes
added, "... he depends on us to give him feedback. He is very interested in knowing..."
(T34-20). Davids reported that she knew she was empowered because her input was
valued.
He asks for input on a lot of things, our CSIP, our math program, everything we
do, and he listens to us and has an open mind on what we want. He comes to us,
he doesn't tell us what to do, and we kind of ask him if we can do it. (T31-1)
Empowerment also emerged from the use of planning notebooks. Teachers and
Principal Michaels used the planning notebooks to communicate with one another. This
interactive communication method, as well as all other forms of discourse, encouraged a
honest dialogue and nurtured relationships among all staff members, resulting in staff
members believing they each were essential to the process of decision making and,
thereby, school improvement.
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Teachers made collective decisions at grade level team meetings (OBS3-26;
DOC3-152). Many of these decisions were teacher and grade level specific. Davids
described the types of decisions made at grade level meetings:
All of our curriculum, how we are going to follow our curriculum. We do our
curriculum maps in there. We follow curriculum maps and decide what we are
going to do as a team. It's grade level-wise and all the children on our grade level
are getting the same instruction. (T31-17)
Cole also noted that teachers made decisions in their grade level meetings. "Teachers are
empowered to make decisions. One way we do that is at our team meetings during
common planning time. We make decisions and then note those in our planning
notebooks and submit them to Mr. Michaels" (T36-6). Agreeing that she was
empowered, Rhodes provided insight into how grade level teams of teachers made
decisions for their collective group:
We are very much empowered to make a decision on a team level - what's best
for our grade level. We always are very careful too. We might make a group
decision, and we might decide what we think is best, but then we go to him
because he is the boss. So, we want to make sure we are doing what we're
supposed to be doing. But, I feel very confident in discussing any of those things
and getting help with what I am doing or what he wants us to do. Like, an
example is that we wanted to start flex grouping a few years ago, and it was
unheard of, and we started. He was very supportive of us trying it and working the
kinks out of it. (T33-10)
Janes recalled how one grade level team, for example, wanted to implement a new
strategy for dealing with discipline issues:
My team this year has started a discipline book for when a child doesn't turn in
his homework, doesn't get an assignment book signed, or has a problem with
behavior. We have a page in their discipline folder, and they [students] write
down the dates, and then they [students] write down what the problem was. Like
they [students] didn't turn in homework or they [students] were talking when they
were supposed to be listening. So that helps us keep up with anecdotal records of
behavior, and Mr. Michaels has been very supportive of that, because it helps
parents see what problems we're having in the classroom and be more specific.
He was very supportive when we decided to implement that. (T34-17)
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Committees made decisions that were within the parameters of their assigned
responsibilities, just as grade level teams made decisions that directly impacted their
team. Cole noted that most decisions were made during grade level meetings, but
committees served as the second most used organizational structure for collective
decision making (T36-19).
An important committee was the Leadership Team. Each member of this
committee represented a grade level team. Roberts explained the purpose of the
leadership committee. "The Leadership Team [committee] is formed from five or six
teachers, and basically what we are doing is deciding what Thoughtful Education
strategies we're using, and [we are] implementing those and modeling those for other
teachers in the school" (T30-12). According to Janes, this committee made important
decisions based on feedback from all teachers:
We took a survey at the beginning of this school year to see which strategies we
were most comfortable with, and which strategies we needed the most help with.
So the first semester of the school year, we chose to do the strategy that we were
most comfortable with, Reading for Meaning. (T34-18)
Committees were formed and dissolved, explained Janes, as needs arose and decisions
were made. Committees, for example, were established to help interview and hire new
teachers (T34-7).
Two additional forums (i.e., faculty meetings and school council meetings) served
as platforms for decision making (NCL3-10, 12). Neither of these settings, however, were
as important as committees, grade level teams, or the interactive communication between
Michaels and teachers. The school council adopted policies and discussed school budgets
and staff allocations (DOC3-51). Faculty meetings were typically where important issues
were discussed and information was disseminated. Occasionally, during faculty meetings,
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professional development activities were scheduled. Cole, however, explained that
faculty meetings were not where most decisions were made:
Faculty meetings are a place where we discuss issues, where ideas are generated,
but not necessarily where a lot of decisions are made. Decisions are made in
committee meetings, in grade level meetings, and by Mr. Michaels working with
those groups. Mr. Michaels rarely makes a curriculum, instruction, or assessment
decision before he has discussed it with others and that usually includes the
curriculum coordinator. (T36-9)
Empowerment was most visible in grade level team and committee meetings, as
well as through interactive dialogue between and among teachers and Principal Michaels.
Although faculty meetings provided an arena for discussions, professional development,
and decision making by the whole staff, and school council meetings provided an arena
for policy adoption, neither faculty meetings nor school council meetings arose in
importance like committee and team meetings.
Co-developed theory in practice three: Collective responsibility for

school-wide

outcomes. A sense of accountability existed among staff (NCL3-3, 14, 15). According to
Cole, "Our school is successful because everyone is a stakeholder. We are a team with a
shared mission, which is to improve student achievement" (T36-32). She explained that
when teachers felt safe and respected, it allowed them to accept more responsibility (T3625).
Davids recalled that years ago there was not as much collective responsibility, but
structures were now in place that encouraged teacher discourse and ownership:
Because of team planning, grade level planning, we can go in any other grade
level if we wanted to. I think we are much more of a team now. I think it used to
be, "Come in my room and teach my kids." You didn't worry about what was
going on in other parts of the school. Now, it's more like we are all in this
together. (T31-90)
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Cole explained that everyone was responsible for the outcomes of all students even
though students in some grade levels did not have to take the state assessment each year:
Teaching in grades that are assessed certainly is more stressful than teaching in a
non-accountability grade. However, Mr. Michaels has moved teachers from one
grade level to another so that many teachers know what it is like to teach at those
grade levels. Also, we feel accountable to do our part even if students at our grade
are not assessed. What and how kindergarten, first, and second grade teachers
teach is important to what students know in third, fourth, and fifth grades when
they are tested. So, I believe that all teachers feel accountable, but maybe there is
more stress in the accountability grades. (T36-33)
Creek posited that, for teachers who had never taught in an accountability grade,
it would be difficult for them to understand the level of stress associated with it. She
explained, however, that teachers at other grade levels held themselves just as
accountable as teachers at assessed grade levels (T32-90). Roberts noted that part of the
feeling of responsibility for student outcomes at her grade level was based on the fact
that, "... we all make that decision together" (T30-12). Janes explained her responsibility:
I feel responsible for my grade level... I feel like it is my job to help other
teachers prepare. Like a content area that is not assessed at my grade level, but I
feel it is my job to meet with the teachers at the next level and ask them, "'What is
the most important thing that you need me to teach my students so they are
prepared for you next year?" And, I'll take a step down in the grades below, and
say, "These are the things that I need you to be working on to get them [students]
better prepared for when they come to me," and "Can I help you with those?" I
think we have more of a sense of buy-in in the whole school where teachers feel
that it is a collective responsibility. Even if you are not teaching in an assessed
grade level, it is our responsibility to lay the foundation as they go through each
grade level. I think if you asked all of the teachers there would be some that do
not feel that way, but as a collective whole, I think our school takes responsibility
for all of the test scores and feels we each had a hand in doing them. I will say
that Mr. Michaels never makes you feel like, Ms. Janes, you taught third grade
reading last year and the scores were bad, and it is your fault. He would never....
(T34-42)
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Rhodes explained that after her grade level team had examined test scores, they
focused on how to better teach decimals to students to improve their achievement at
another grade level where the accurate use of decimals was assessed:
So we took it and made it real world. So, you [students at other grade levels] are
having problems with decimals? Then we are going to fix that. This is what we
are going to do. In this grade, we're going to do this so that we all had a part in
that.... You know we were all involved in the whole process and nobody enjoyed
it, but I don't know anybody who thought it wasn't there job to be there doing it
[examining test data]. Just like with writing portfolios. We have always scored
writing portfolios as a staff [fourth grade writing portfolios are required as part of
the state mandated assessment]. We are all trained, and we all work together. Now
one of the things that we do now is buddy up with fourth grade teachers. I take her
[fourth grade teacher] class two days a week about 30 minutes in the morning so
that she can conference, because her conferencing on writing portfolios is my
responsibility too. It is a wonderful, beneficial relationship for the kids. (T34-61)
Principal Michaels moved teachers from accountability grades into nonaccountability grades and vice versa, which he believed promoted collective
responsibility across all grade levels (Creek, T32-90; Michaels, P3-38). Cole explained:
About seven years ago, Mr. Michaels asked for volunteers to join a reorganization
of the primary four (third grade) and fourth grade. This encompassed several
teachers shifting mindsets from a traditional third grade classroom to a
third/fourth split. At that time, fourth grade was accountable on the state
assessment. Four teachers who were traditionally primary moved to the
intermediate side of the building and began to see how it was to walk in the shoes
of those in assessment grades. All four have remained in the assessment grades
because of the support and assistance Mr. Michaels gave them to help them have
a successful transition. Teachers saw this success and as of present, we have had a
first grade teacher who switched to sixth grade and several teachers loop from
first to second grade. (T36-34)
Principal Michaels believed that when everyone stopped talking about
assessments and focused on students, collective responsibility was more likely to emerge.
He had promised the staff they would focus on the students rather than on the state
mandated tests (P3-32, 37). Principal Michaels explained his belief in building a team - a
collective staff:
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When someone says, "You are doing a great job," my first response is, "I have a
great staff out there." I tell the kids, "This is not my school. These are not my
teachers. This is our school, and it is a team game." So if I slip up and say, "My"
and catch myself, I correct myself, because it is not my building, it is our
building, and it belongs to the kids and the teachers of Charles Jefferson
Elementary School and the parents. (P3-32)
Teachers in non-assessed grades helped teachers in assessed grades
prepare students for the state assessment (NCL3-14). Teachers at other grade levels
would partner with teachers who taught in assessment grades and provide time for those
teachers to conference with their students (NCL3-14; Janes, T34-61). Teachers at lower
grade levels introduced or addressed a concept or skill more deeply when the need was
identified through data analysis (Janes, T34-61).
Reflection and responsibility worked in tandem at Charles Jefferson Elementary
School. Teachers and Principal Michaels engaged in reflection. Teachers helped teachers,
such as when teachers partnered together to provide time for teachers to conference with
students regarding student learning. Principal Michaels strategically and successfully
orchestrated situations to encourage the growth of collective responsibility.
Syd Lee High School
Established 100 years ago, Syd Lee High School was celebrating its 100th
anniversary. The school had a long history and a strong tradition perpetuated by the
sentimental memories of alumni whose youthful recollections included playing and
attending football games, winning golf tournaments, and developing deep and lasting
friendships. As the second high school established west of the Alleghany Mountains, Syd
Lee High School's colors (blue and gold) were selected because they represented royal
colors. The school was well known by its mascot and its colors. There was a saying at
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Syd Lee High School, "Once a blue, always a blue!" Principal Clark exploited this rich
tradition and used it to motivate and benefit students.
School Context
The city of Carlyle was one of the top five largest cities in Kentucky. It had a
population of over 50,000. It was located in Evelyn County, which had a population of
approximately 100,000. Carlyle was home to several large industries and businesses. A
university, located in the middle of the city, provided a large pool of applicants for both
Syd Lee Independent School District and its larger sister district, Evelyn County, which
enrolled students living outside the city boundaries.
Syd Lee High School served students in the ninth through twelfth grades. Of the
1,060 students who were enrolled, approximately one-third were out-of-district students
whose families paid tuition. A waiting list of out-of-district students had to be created
because more students wanted to attend than the school and could accommodate. Over
45% of the students were eligible for the federal free and reduced lunch program.
Minority students comprised 30% of the student body, and 13% of the students were
limited English proficient (LEP). Over 82 teachers taught at Syd Lee High School.
Within the community and beyond, the school had a long history and a proud
tradition for excellence in athletics and academics. Recently, U. S. News and World
Report (2008) and School Evaluation Services examined over 18,000 schools across the
nation and awarded Syd Lee High School a Silver Medal, placing it in the top 500 high
schools in the United States.
The school was moved from its downtown location to its current setting in the
early 1970s. When its doors opened, it was a modern marvel, boasting a swimming pool
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and the open classroom concept. Since then, walls had been erected between classrooms
and the open concept has disappeared.
Six years ago, Mr. Clark was selected by the school council as the new principal.
His experiences included serving as an elementary school principal for three years in the
same district. Prior to his tenure as an administrator, Clark taught at Syd Lee High School
for three years and at another high school located over 100 miles away.
Analysis of Case
In this section, the researcher responds to the two research questions and
abstracts to what extent Principal Clark's espoused theories in practice and modeled
behaviors related to empowerment were congruent and to what extent he and teacher
leaders co-developed theories in practice that supported the policy exchange between
empowerment and accountability. Data collected from interviews, observations,
document mining, and norm checklists are embedded throughout the following analysis.
Syd Lee High School Norm Checklist is included as Appendix D.
Research Question I
Principal Clark espoused two theories in practice related to empowerment: (a)
relationships provide the foundation to improve school outcomes and (b) capitalize on the
school's reputation of excellence. Principal Clark's theories in practice are detailed in
Table 8 and paired with corresponding assumptions.
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Table 8
Principal Clark's Theories in Practice
Theories in
Practice

Corresponding Assumptions

Relationships
provide the
foundation to
improve school
outcomes

I must build relationships with students to demonstrate to them
that someone cares. I should create a climate that nurtures adults
caring about one another. It will be through these relationships
that students will achieve at high levels,

Capitalize on the
school's reputation
of excellence

To motivate students, I should nurture pride in students and staff
and capitalize on the school's long history and reputation of
excellence.

Theory in practice one: Relationships provide the foundation to improve school
outcomes. Principal Clark espoused that he valued and encouraged relationship building
(P4-61). His articulated theory in practice regarding adults establishing relationships with
students arose as a strong belief. Clark claimed his priority was to create positive
relationships between and among adults and students (P4-60, 61). "I want to try to make
it [school] a nice place..." (P4-61).
Principal Clark's focus on building positive student relationships extended
beyond academics and included creating a positive climate for all students. Teachers
were encouraged, according to Principal Clark, to build relationships with students.
That's another big thing that I preach here. Relationships are a big thing that I talk
about because I think if our kids like it here and they feel like they have a good
experience, and if they think their teachers care for them, then they are going to
be more likely to succeed. (P4-61)
Clark claimed he built non-academic relationships with students. He, for example,
recalled that he was driving down the road one afternoon earlier in the school year and
observed two female students walking down a busy four-lane highway:
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And I'm thinking, "Where are they going?" So I asked them where they were
going, and they said they were going to the mall, "We have got to go get an
outfit." They were coming back to the ballgame that night. They said, "Yes we
did this last Friday too." So I said, "Okay do you want a ride?" I gave them a ride
to the mall. Well you know, those two girls, I saw at the ballgame, and they had
switched outfits.... I said, "Hey girls, great choice of outfits," and they were
giggling.. .all of the adults in the building, our teachers do that kind of stuff all the
time, and that carries over to every other adult in the building. ... kids really like
being here, and I think they truly like being in school. For some of our kids, it's
not that they don't like the adults, but they don't connect with them because of
[something in their] home life or craziness in their life. (P4-61)
Teacher leaders confirmed that Principal Clark built relationships with students
and encouraged teachers to develop relationships with students as well. Principal Clark
demonstrated his priorities, according to Teacher Leader Graham, when he interacted
with students:
Mr. Clark is student-centered. I observe him talking to students a lot. He spends
time just engaging students in conversations. They know he cares about them too.
He knows the strengths and weaknesses of individual students. He encourages
students. He says, "The students come first," and he means that...." (T40-4)
Teacher Leader Jenkins explained that Principal Clark safeguarded his studentcentered priority. "If you go to Mr. Clark, for example, with a problem, he wants you to
come in with a solution also, but the solutions have to meet his [Principal Clark]
standard, 'Are they good for kids?'" (T45-21). Teacher Leader Lewis posited that Clark's
focus on students propelled most teachers to align their priorities to his. "I think most of
the teachers feel responsible for the students, and I think that comes from Mr. Clark"
because he encouraged us [teachers] "... to focus on one student" at a time and "... if he
[student] is not doing well academically, we need to focus on them to get them to achieve
at a higher level" (T44-91).
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Graham recognized that Principal Clark considered what was best for students
when he made decisions. Although she believed he cared about teachers, she knew his
decisions all gave priority to students.
I don't think many of us enjoy pep rallies, but Mr. Clark knows that students
really like them. He plans those for students even though he knows we do not like
them. He makes decisions that are respectful of teachers, yet in the best interest of
our students. I understand, as we all do, that even though we do not enjoy pep
rallies that our students do, and they [students] are why we are here. (T40-6)
She relayed how Principal Clark supported ideas from teachers when they contributed to
the student-centered atmosphere:
Mr. Clark also supported me when I started a program to assist students
academically. I met with students after school a couple of times each week. I had
students in my program that needed to be there, but they were also members of
sports teams. Mr. Clark wanted students to achieve academically first so he told
the coaches that these students would be excused from practice to work on their
academics. That is doing what is best for students.... (T40-6)
Teacher Leader Burk concurred and added that positive interactions between Principal
Clark and students occurred regularly:
Every time I see him in the hallway, the cafeteria, or the commons area, there are
always students. I have never seen a situation where there was activity with
students that it wasn't... very positive. It may sometimes be corrective, but it is
always in a positive manner. I have seen students very positively receptive to him,
and I think it's because of his demeanor. He does not appear to me to be
judgmental with students.... (T46-18)
Principal Clark expected teachers to develop meaningful relationships with students.
Lewis recalled that Clark orchestrated relationship building by bringing teachers the
names of students and asking that they build relationships with those students.
It started several years ago. I'm not sure exactly when it started, but he gave us a
printout of those students that academically were not achieving... needed to
achieve. He encouraged us to pick one student that we had in our classes... to
start with one we had in our class - that we thought we could impact. That was our
target child for that academic year. Some of us teachers do more than just one. So
students sometimes react differently to different teachers, I might not be able to
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reach one, but yet another teacher might be able to and vice versa. So we had
those target students. (T44-36)
Lashlee, in another example, described how Clark asked teachers to arrive at school early
one morning to greet each child as a congratulations for obtaining high test scores.
He tries to think of anything he can come up with that will empower the kids. So
he asked all the teachers to show up at 8:05 one morning. School starts at 8:30.
[He asked us to] line up in the hallway and give the kids a high five as they come
in, because we had just gotten our scores back, and they were really good. So we
didn't mind to be here that early. (T42-37)
Clark also organized a student team called the Renaissance Team, according to Lewis,
which shifted the focus from teachers to students:
It was how students could be leaders... focused on the students instead of
individual athletics or that kind of thing - being more student-centered. So let's
say for each student who became a National Merit finalist this year, he had the
Renaissance team make cheap little crowns... and he made a big deal of it on
intercom - about our National Merit finalist. They [students] had to walk around
all day with crowns on. Last year, when our soccer team won the state soccer
championship, the next day that we were in school, the following Monday, our
drum line played. We had a huge party in the commons area, and they got to wear
their uniforms around. So it is not just focused on academic or athletics. It's
anything, like when a particular student deserves certain recognition. (T44-32)
Teacher leaders also confirmed that Principal Clark cared about adults and
nurtured positive relationships between and among them. He articulated how he felt
about teachers and how he attempted to build positive relationships with them (P4-22,
41). "We have great teachers" (P4-41). Clark gave teachers credit for their
accomplishments, such as when the school was named one of the top 500 High Schools
in the United States (OBS3-51). He recently orchestrated the publication of a staff
newsletter to spotlight the good things teachers were doing, which implied that he cared
and appreciated their hard work (P4-22). To support teachers and to make their jobs
easier, Clark tried to alleviate non-essential tasks. "They [teachers] want to be able to go
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in there and teach, not have some silly policies or silly things that I would make them do
that would take away from being able to teach their class" (P4-41).
Teacher Leader Lashlee attested to Principal Clark's endeavors at building
positive relationships with teachers:
He is always trying to tell us how good we're doing. He sends an e-mail at least
once a month. If anything happens, like we got the U. S. World News Report
award, he gave us full credit. He sent us an e-mail and said, "This is what you did,
every day at Syd Lee High School." He sends us an e-mail at least once a month
that says, "Thank you for all you do." So I feel like that shows his appreciation for
us. (T42-40)
Burk added, "... every year so far I have gotten a gift... a nice windbreaker with school
colors... it is not something that is necessary... it means a great deal to me. There is
always a positive e-mail" (T46-23). Further describing how Principal Clark demonstrated
that he cared about the staff, Graham reported, "Mr. Clark also celebrates good things,
our successes, just as we celebrate the successes of our students. When we have personal
problems, Mr. Clark is always supportive" (T40-5).
Lashlee recalled how Principal Clark demonstrated he cared about a faculty
member who had a serious illness:
We have a teacher that has been diagnosed with cancer. He [Principal Clark] set
up a committee to start finding ways to help this teacher so it wouldn't be so
obvious.... He set up an account at the bank, so we could put money in as we
want to. ... he went to the bank and set up the account, so that she could have
funds, because her medicines are so expensive. (T42-41)
Graham concurred and recalled how Principal Clark supported that teacher during her
medical treatments:
Mr. Clark has been extremely supportive. He stays abreast of her condition and
does things to help her and encourages us to do so too. He allowed her to put a
recliner in an office close to her room so that she can rest when she needs to. He
gives her the flexibility to leave for her treatments. He cares about her, as we all
do. (T40-5)
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Jenkins, in a different example, described a time when Principal Clark discretely reached
out to a faculty member who needed financial assistance.
I had a child in class... the money was not good around the [student's] house. I
take a group of kids the Washington D. C. every year. Mr. Clark made a couple of
calls to get some donations, and we also used some of our coke money here to
partially finance this [student's cost]. It meant the world to the teacher, because it
was an unusual financial situation going on, and it meant the world to the kid too
and that was something that no one ever knew happened. (T45-33)
Burk had worked in four other schools and reported that the professional climate
at Syd Lee High School was one of the best he had experienced (T46-35). Pointing to
several events that Principal Clark arranged to encourage socializing and collegiality,
teacher leaders believed he intentionally nurtured relationships among staff. Jenkins
described how Clark orchestrated socialization for teachers prior to each faculty meeting:
The home economics department provides food, and we go in to a pretty nice
spread, and there is a little length of time, ten minutes or so, before you start the
faculty meeting where we are allowed to talk and engage one another. (T45-37)
Graham reported that teachers socialized outside of school hours. "We socialize as a
faculty" (T40-12). Principal Clark also planned time for teachers to be together.
At the beginning of school, we have a "Back to School Picnic" and between 50%
to 75% of our staff attend each year. We tailgate together at our football games.
On the first day of school, Mr. Clark has a bus pick us up at lunch, and he takes us
to a nice place to eat. It is always a surprise. He also gives us shirts or jackets with
the school logo on them. We really are a team - a family. (T40-12)
Teacher leaders described Clark as a caring principal who listened to them. Clark
had an open door policy, according to Graham (T40-1). Lewis concurred and explained
that Clark was supportive of teachers (T44-43). Clark was perceived as fair, professional,
positive, and nurturing, as well as dedicated (Graham, T40-1; Lewis, T44-43; Burk, T4615; Burk, T46-16). Principal Clark told teachers to call him on his cell phone for any
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reason. Observations of Clark interacting with teachers and other adults confirmed that
teachers were comfortable in their relationships with Clark (OBS4-126).
Jenkins described how Principal Clark treated teachers:
He has a million-dollar personality when it comes to working with human beings,
and he understands that we put in a lot of hours, faculty members, and whenever
we need that little inevitable flexibility, with our classes or with our families, he
always comes to the forefront to make sure we as teachers are taken care of too.
(T45-4)
Clark was known for his personal touch with the faculty. If teachers were experiencing
problems, Clark stopped by their rooms to ask how they were doing. Lewis noted that
Clark, "... is the first person if something has happened in your family to be there and
when you first come back to school to encourage you or ask if there is anything that you
need" (T44-40). Clark treated all adults with a great deal of respect, and his behaviors
illustrated he cared about teachers (OBS4-75, 127).
Burk explained that strong relationships were just the norm. "Here it is just the
mindset of this school that is very professional and very supportive of each other in terms
of collegiality and professionalism" (T46-35). Burk's behaviors echoed Principal Clark's
philosophy of building relationships. Each Monday, for example, Burk brought coffee
from Starbucks for about 15 teachers. He rotated to whom he took the coffee each week
as a way to interact with all teachers over a period of time. He explained, "On Monday
they have these travelers, and before school, I purchase it and circle around the
building... and give them [adults] coffee, it just gets me out so I can see my colleagues
and do something nice" (T43-66). He recalled that some people initially thought it
strange that he brought them free coffee from Starbucks, but he reassured them. "I say, 'I
just wanted to offer you some coffee to start off your Monday'" (T43-67).
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Positive relationships emerged between teachers and Principal Clark. They also
arose among teachers and among and between students and adults. Although Principal
Clark's first and strongest relationship tenet was focused on students, he also cared about
teachers. He demonstrated that these two types of relationships were not mutually
exclusive. He established a committee to help a sick teacher and invited others to join
him. He solicited funds so that a teacher's child could join his peers on a field trip
without others knowing it. These actions illustrated the extent to which Clark would go to
help the adults who worked at Syd Lee High School. Clark's beliefs, to a great extent,
securely anchored his modeled behaviors regarding the importance of relationships. He
encouraged teachers to cultivate relationships with students and to reach beyond the
classroom and academics. His strategic and steadfast focus on students grounded his
relationships with teachers.
Theory in practice two: Capitalize on the school's reputation of excellence. Syd
Lee High School had an impressive reputation that was known across the Commonwealth
of Kentucky. The school was touted for its academic and athletic excellence. Yet,
according to Principal Clark, that reputation was part propaganda. Regardless of whether
the reputation for excellence was deserved, there was an abundance of school spirit and a
rich tradition associated with it. Therefore, Principal Clark claimed he took advantage of
it and used it to improve and motivate students:
We have a great tradition, and I think maybe our tradition is not as good as some
think it is. But the perception is, that it is great. So we are going to play on that.
An example would be our football program, until Coach Roberts came in the mid
to late 80s, there were very few highlights in our football program at Syd Lee
High. We won one state championship in like 1922, but the perception in this part
of the state is that Syd Lee has always been a football power house. That goes
with a lot of different things. We try to play on that angle with our students. [We
tell them] "You are at a place where we want excellence. We want to be the best.
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We strive to be the best." Another thing is we have a lot of school spirit among
our staff and students, and when we get to testing in April, that is all we talk
about. We talk about open response questions and multiple choice questions. We
talk about school spirit. [We tell our students] "We want to be the best. When
those scores come out, we want our school to be at the top," and we have fun with
it. We asked them if they want Aliens Creek High School, Philip Roberts High
School, or Calvin Rollins High School to score higher than you? " Do you want to
read a newspaper and see that those kids are smarter than you?" You know, that is
how we do it, and our kids really get excited about it. I think that is when they
start supporting each other. We had our regional swim meet last week. And I had
a bunch of seniors coming in and saying, "Mr. Clark, we would like to leave
school and go to the regional swim meet," which was during the day. I'm like oh
my! So, [I told them to have their] "... parents call in and make sure that you're
there and I'm going to be there so you better be there." There were like 20 of
them who came in, and they were all painted up - all "blue" with the swimmers
names on their backs and their chests and everything, and it was so funny. I'm
sure people from other schools were saying, "Oh my, look at those jerks." And I
understand that, but for our swimmers it was a big deal, and anytime a swimmer
would get up and get ready, they would chant their names. It's stuff like that. You
know, a few seniors are missing some instructional time, but that is going to serve
our school better than them sitting in class.... So I'm not a stick in the mud and
not letting them go. I think it's some little things like that... [which] are pretty
important. (P4-41)
Principal Clark acknowledged that the school's reputation was a little overrated,
especially in athletics. However, he pointed to the fact that over one-third of the students
who attended Syd Lee High School were from other counties or districts and that their
families paid tuition. Armed with this information, Clark seized the opportunity and
exploited it to benefit the students and to encourage the faculty.
Teachers confirmed Clark's use of tradition to ratchet up student and teacher
expectations (NCL4-8, 15). Lewis also talked of the school's great tradition. She noted
that many students drive a long way each day to be a part of that tradition.
If you haven't been a part of the school system, you don't understand. My
husband doesn't understand. He went to Whitney High School, but there is a big
tradition here at this school. My dad taught at this school for 29 years, and I'm
having a lot of children and grandchildren of the students that he had. So you see
a lot of that tradition, and a lot of students that live outside our district come here,
and it is because of the different athletic or academic things they can get here. I

229

have had students from Brown County that come here and from Jackson County
and to pay tuition and drive everyday from Hill County, just to come to Syd Lee
High School. So I think that says a lot as far as what we're doing as far as what
the faculty is doing to make sure students succeed - that all of our students
succeed, not just the ones that are academically gifted, but all succeed. (T44-81)
The school's standing helped attract new students. Students who paid tuition to
attend Syd Lee High School reinforced the belief that Syd Lee High had more to offer
than other schools. A waiting list of out-of-district students who wanted to attend had to
be developed because the school had reached its enrollment capacity (T40-16). This selffulfilling prophecy perpetuated the school's high status within the school, community,
and in neighboring counties and districts. It announced that Syd Lee High School was
better than other high schools, and students and staff believed that. Principal Clark
exploited the tradition and reputation of the school to increase instructional effectiveness
and raise student achievement.
Principal Clark's espoused theories in practice of establishing relationships and
harnessing the school's reputation as a motivational force were congruent with his
modeled behaviors. He predicated all decisions on what was best for students. Through
his actions, he demonstrated that he cared about his staff and students and illustrated how
those two beliefs were not mutually exclusive. Principal Clark parlayed a tradition of
excellence into reality by capitalizing on the reputation of the school using motivating
strategies to increase instructional capacity, thereby, improving student learning.
Research Question 2
The second research question queried the extent to which Principal Clark and
teacher leaders co-developed clear theories in practice grounded in the policy trade-off
between empowerment and accountability. This question could not be answered without
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considering in unison how Clark used his personal theories in practice to nurture a
common vision for Syd Lee High School. Clark's behaviors set the boundaries, which
teachers emulated. Four clearly defined theories in practice emerged: (a) formal and
informal decision making, (b) creating a student-centered school, (c) capitalizing on the
reputation of excellence, and (d) collective responsibility. These four co-developed
theories in practice are described in Table 9.
Table 9
Principal Clark and Teacher Leaders Co-Developed Theories in Practice
Theories in
Practice

Corresponding Assumptions

Formal and
informal decision
making

We are important participants in the decision-making processes.

Creating a studentcentered school

We must build relationships with students to demonstrate to them
that we care about them academically and beyond the school
doors.

Capitalize on the
reputation of
excellence

Our school has a reputation of academic excellence, which is a
source of pride for us, our students, and the community. Part of
our responsibility, therefore, is to challenge students, to set high
expectations, and to ensure that students achieve at increasingly
high levels.

Collective
Responsibility

We are responsible for not only the students enrolled in the classes
that we teach individually, but also for school-wide outcomes.

Co-developed theory in practice one: Formal and informal decision making.
Teachers and Principal Clark co-developed a theory in practice regarding decision
making, which to a great extent occurred informally and to a lesser degree happened
formally. Formal structures, such as committees and departments, were established to
facilitate collective decision making. Teachers generally participated in decision making
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through their department teams, by serving on committees, or by providing input,
solicited and unsolicited, to Principal Clark. The preferred decision making method,
however, was informal discourse. Decisions were made in a variety of ways at Syd Lee
High School (NCL4-5; NCL4-10).
Informal decision making occurred when Principal Clark sought the opinions and
recommendations of teachers and teacher leaders (NCL4-1, 5). Lewis described how
Clark engaged teachers in conversations designed to secure input. "He may come in to
our department meetings and ask us something or say, 'I have been to this conference,
and I saw this. What do you think of it? Do you think it will work?'" (T44-70).
Concurring, Lashlee described how Principal Clark sought advice:
He may come to my room and say, "Hey, I have got this idea. What do you think
about it?" I do not think he pushes his own ideas on us. There are some decisions
that he makes, and this is the way it needs to be, and there's no discussion, but if
he feels change needs to be made, he will usually come down and say "Here's my
idea. Tell me what you think about it." He may or may not agree with me, but he
still asks me what I think. (T42-26)
When new teachers were hired, Principal Clark invited teachers to assist in the
hiring process. Jenkins recalled how he participated in and influenced others during the
hiring of new teachers:
Last year in our department, we had two openings... His [an applicant's]
references were not too good.... I went in, and I told him [Principal Clark] that I
strongly disagreed with making this hire.... We were allowed input into that....
He [the new teacher] is doing a fantastic job in the classroom right now. ... he
[Principal Clark] listened to our input, and we hired the best teacher. So to me,
that did not go through site based council or anything like that. His site based
council does not have time to do things like that. I stayed on the phone for five
hours checking out references to make sure that I was giving this applicant a fair
shot. He just did not check out as a teacher, and when he did not check out as a
teacher, the hire was not made. There was no arm-twisting on that. It was just like
here is the information, and we acquired the information for him, and it happened.
Whenever the hiring takes place, we are told all the applicants, and we get to look
through and help... [select] who we want to interview. (T45-6)
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Principal Clark welcomed and frequently received unsolicited input. He noted that
teachers approached him with ideas and suggestions more often than he solicited input
from them: "... they come to me and say, 'Hey, I would like to try this out'" (P4-37). He
recalled, for example, that a teacher came to him with the idea of cleaning up an old
welding room used to store junk.
"Can we clean it up and make it into a huge classroom? I can have 75 to 100
desks in there, and I can do my reviews in there. We can do morning ACT
reviews, U.S. history reviews, review sessions or whatever." He actually came in
with this idea and what he envisioned. We had like a 15 minute conversation
and decided it was a great idea and to go with it. [We discussed] what it would
cost us and what hurdles we would have to overcome for it. ... and we made it
happen.(P4-37)
Teacher leaders who approached Principal Clark and who proposed an idea were
often rewarded with an immediate decision. These decisions typically arose from their
informal discussions and were made collaboratively by Principal Clark and those
bringing him the ideas. Graham explained, "... we all feel that we can go to Mr. Clark
and discuss things that we think we need to implement or change. So some decisions are
made as a result of us [teachers] suggesting them to Mr. Clark" (T40-3).
Formal decision making occurred through organizational structures established to
accommodate teachers working collaboratively to make decisions (NCL4-9, 11; T45-13).
The two most common settings for formal decision making were department and
committee meetings.
Teachers who taught the same content area were grouped into department teams,
which provided them the opportunity to make decisions regarding their content areas
(Jenkins, T45-13; Graham, T40-9). Formal decision making occurred most often in
department meetings or through informal discourse within a department. Graham
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explained that the large size of the school and after-school responsibilities precluded
having many faculty meetings where all teachers attended at the same time:
Because of the sheer size of the faculty and the fact that we have obligations such
as academic and athletic teams after school, we have fewer faculty meetings that
involve everyone. Most decisions, therefore, are made in small groups such as
departments or committees. (T40-3)
Within each department, a chairperson ensured that required tasks were
accomplished. These responsibilities included making decisions on issues related to
department budgets, professional development activities, textbook and material
selections, course descriptions, and curriculum alignment, according to Jenkins, Graham,
and Principal Michaels (T45-10; T40-9; P4-35). Each department determined when and
how frequently it met. Jenkins noted that many coaches, for example, taught social
studies (T45-10). The social studies department, therefore, met less frequently than some
of the other departments because of scheduling conflicts. Decision making in the social
studies department often involved the department chairperson going from person to
person to garner input on decisions (T45-10).
Another formal decision-making opportunity occurred in committee meetings.
Committees met when there were issues to discuss or decisions that needed to be made.
There were several active committees including a technology, curriculum, and school
improvement committee, according to Lashlee (T42-8). Not every teacher served on a
committee, which limited teacher input through this venue. Principal Clark attended
meetings of the curriculum and school improvement committees, but did not typically
participate in technology committee meetings (T42-55; T42-60).
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Graham explained her role on the curriculum committee:
I serve as the liaison between the committee and my peers. I represent my
department members when we ask for specific classes to be added or eliminated
from the schedule based on what we know that students need in our content area.
We have asked for a couple of classes such as health and technology. We take
those changes to the school counselors who ensure that the classes we are
requesting or eliminating fit into the total school program and meet the needs of
our students. (T40-2)
According to Lashlee, her participation on some committees was an outgrowth of
Principal Clark's encouragement (T42-112). She noted that her role on the technology
committee was to, "... work with integration in the school... with the active boards, and
I'm going to a conference in a couple weeks to learn how to use those to their potential"
(T42-9).
Teachers also made decisions through other venues, but, generally, not to the
same degree as they did in their departments and committees. Principal Clark explained
that the school council made policy decisions and served to some degree as an advisory
council (P4-9). Faculty meetings were used to communicate and socialize. Jenkins
explained that these meetings, however, sometimes served as an arena for discussions
(T45-25). Some teachers also engaged in formal decision making as a member of the
leadership team that Principal Clark established (P4-19, 20, 21). He selected members
purposefully to provide leadership opportunities to those who did not currently serve in
leadership positions (P4-22). The role of the Leadership Team was to implement
initiatives, according to Clark. He reported that publishing a teacher newsletter was one
example of their responsibilities.
We started a teacher newsletter. We e-mail this newsletter each week... it is more
school related. This group does... more than helping us put together a teacher
newsletter that focuses on teaching strategies.... We highlight a staff member
each week or highlight a different program in the school, like so-and-so is doing

235

something in class. If I approached him and asked him what they are doing in
class, they get all nervous, but if a leader in their department asks them, they are
more willing.... (P4-22)
In sum, decision making occurred both formally and informally at Syd Lee High
School. Teachers collaborated with Principal Clark and their peers in a variety of setting
to discuss ideas and to reach consensus on decisions. Most decision making, however,
occurred informally.
In department teams, teachers engaged in formal decision making (NCL4-9, 11).
Teachers met in their departments and made many decisions that affected their content
areas. They decided how to use the funds allocated to each department. Departments
worked with the curriculum committee to establish course offerings and to refine the type
of learning activities included in a course. Professional development was chosen, and
materials and textbook selections were determined by department teams (Graham, T4049).
Although there were only a few committees, those established were active. A
representative from each department, generally the department chairperson, served on the
curriculum committee. Principal Clark served on this committee also. Its purpose was to
determine course offerings for students. However, the committee did not make the final
decisions; rather, members took recommendations to the counselors who compared them
to students' needs. The final recommendations were submitted to the school council for
approval (DOC4-53; OBS-60).
Most decisions, however, were made informally. In some instances, issues were
brought by teachers to their department chairpersons, who served as the liaison to
Principal Clark, and often to committees (Durham, T43-139). Teachers also approached
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Clark without feeling the need to go through a department chairperson. On the other
hand, Principal Clark would seek out teachers, teacher leaders, or all teachers in a
department to ascertain suggestions, ideas, and opinions before he made decisions.
Conversations among and between staff and Principal Clark were free flowing and
interactive. Many major decisions emerged from such informal discourse. After Principal
Clark was approached with the idea by a teacher, for example, the welding room was
turned into a room where students could go to study and prepare for nationally-normed
tests such as college entrance exams (OBS4-18).
Some, including Clark, noted there were so many staff members who sponsored
clubs or coached after-school activities that informal decision making worked best. The
few times each year that Clark facilitated faculty meetings, he had to have three meetings
to ensure that everyone was included (Clark, P4-75). Jenkins stated, "I think the best way
to make decisions is to work with your department and work through your principal. I
have never seen a good idea, that was good for kids, not come to reality in this school"
(T45-3).
Co-developed theory in practice two: Creating a student-centered

school.

Teachers and Principal Clark embraced a clearly defined theory in practice that made
students their first priority. They put forth great effort to build relationships with students
and to help them learn and perform at higher levels. They budgeted funds, for example,
from Extended Schools Services to pay students who scored 30 or above on the
Preliminary SAT/National Merit Scholarship Qualifying Test (PSAT) to tutor their peers
during their lunch periods (Jenkins, T45-14). Over $40,000 was spent to refurbish the
welding room so students could use it to extend their learning beyond the classrooms (P4-
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201). Teachers tutored, without additional pay, after hours and spent their lunch time
working individually with students (T45-15; Graham, T40-6, 7).
Clark's focus on students forged a consensus among all staff. They embraced a
common vision with a common target to assist students to learn at higher levels. Teachers
cultivated relationships with students, just as Clark had nurtured those same types of
relationships with teachers.
Lewis explained that teachers were student-centered (T44-80). She said it was
important to teachers

.. that all of our students succeed, not just the ones that are

academically gifted..." (T44-81). Principal Clark and teacher leaders designed course
offerings based on what students needed rather than on what teachers wanted to teach
(T44-81; P4-58). Lewis described how teachers demonstrated that they cared about
students:
In our math department, we have Algebra III classes. We make sure they
[students] are ready to take the math placement exam and do well. We have
implemented Math 116, which is a dual credit course so that students who may
not be as strong... can go ahead and take that class in high school and be ready in
college. We have seen areas in which we need to improve, and that has happened
across the curriculum not just in the math department. We had one teacher, Mrs.
Dye, who was in charge of Teacher Educators of America. There were a lot of
students here who wanted to be educators, and she has an EDU 250 course. That
is an introductory to elementary education course that she teaches as a dual credit
course. You find out the interests of those kids in these areas... and we make our
curriculum work around that. We have Mrs. Whitney here who is a registered
R.N. She is a vocational teacher, and she is teaching courses to students that are
interested in the nursing field and health sciences field.... David Young is in
charge of our auto mechanics class. Once he came here, we designed our auto
mechanics... they [students] are prepared... and can be ready to go to the Vo-tech
school and become an auto mechanic if that's what they chose to do. So we are
really good about focusing on student-centered things and what the kids are
interested in... to do well once they leave here. (T44-81)
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Teacher Leader Durham, for example, believed that taking time to focus on each student
encouraged students academically:
Taking an active interest in them as individuals. You know, it's always interesting
to have student teachers... [they] come in excited about their content, and
everything is always content, content, content, which is crucial if you're going to
be an educator. But to me, the thing that's really going to break you or make you
as a teacher is that the student needs to feel that you have their best interest at
heart. That's the way you enter them into the learning process. As far as myself, I
do everything I can to find out all I can about them [students], and when I see
them in the halls or somewhere else, I take the time to try to make a connection.
(T43-18)
Co-developed theory in practice three: Capitalize on the school's reputation of
excellence. Principal Clark and teacher leaders both used the school's reputation to
motivate students and to deepen existing expectations. Using the school's reputation to
motivate students helped sculpt a mental model of "we are the best." Although Clark
revealed that the reputation of the school was overrated, teacher leaders generally did not
articulate that belief. Rather, they possessed great loyalty to the school. Whether they
knew that Clark was intentionally capitalizing on the school's reputation or not, they
expressed a belief that Syd Lee High School was different from other schools. Jenkins
summed up their beliefs, "One third of our students are tuition paying students. So we
had to make the school good if we are going to continue to be the effective school that we
are. And I think all of us buy into that" (T45-3).
Teacher leaders explained that many of their students had parents and
grandparents who attended Syd Lee High School. This school pride was depicted in
sayings that teacher leaders and Clark used to teach the next generation of "Blues" about
its tradition: "Blues help blues, Once a blue always a blue. Blue pride. Blues are better
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than that. Blues are the best." One teacher leader explained that her father had taught at
Syd Lee High School for many years, making her part of the rich tradition.
Teacher leaders who did not attend Syd Lee High School themselves said there
was more school spirit and school pride than at their own alma maters. Students bought
into this sense of school pride by sometimes making decisions that were grounded in
what a "blue" should do. Principal Clark, for example, recalled that on the morning of a
college entrance examination, Syd Lee High School students had an area set aside where
they could go for refreshments prior to beginning the test. Since the test was being
administered at Syd Lee High School, students who did not attend school there would be
excluded. Syd Lee High School students asked if students from other schools could join
them, since they believed that to exclude them would not exhibit the "Blues are better
than that" attitude (P4-99).
Teacher leaders and Principal Clark all acknowledged that Syd Lee High School
had more school spirit and a richer tradition than other schools. Most claimed that one
had to be a "blue" to understand.
Co-developed theory in practice four: Collective responsibility. Teachers and
Principal Clark possessed a common theory in practice that made all student outcomes
the responsibility of all adults (NCL4-21; OBS4-18; Lashlee, T42-4; P4-50). Recognizing
that student outcomes depended on the collective staff, Lashlee noted that everyone had
strengths and weaknesses; but for teachers to improve, they had to consider, "How we
can work with one another to improve those" (T42-4).
One way that staff worked collaboratively to improve was by identifying current
and emerging student needs. They conducted data analysis. Test data were analyzed by
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the entire faculty who were organized into their respective departments, explained
Lashlee (T42-47). Lewis recalled that her department addressed concerns they identified
from their data analysis:
We looked at our CATS assessment and realized that students were not scoring
well in one area, probability. So we had to assess, "Where is the loophole? Where
were we missing this?" So we... decided that we would implement [probability]
in every math class. We would implement probability in our curriculum. Another
thing we have done... integrated Algebra II and geometry class. (T44-50)
Lewis explained that she believed the reason teachers felt accountable was because:
The administration has empowered [us]... we have the power to change those
kids lives. We have the power. They have given us that power to do that, and he
[Principal Clark] has shown us that we do have a major impact on students' lives.
... if I have that much impact on one student... I see over 100 a year... that
causes us to be empowered to focus on the student body as a whole and not just
one particular student.... (T44-55)
Examples of teachers accepting responsibility for students beyond their
classrooms and often outside of their content areas were evident. Jenkins, for example,
explained how teachers were trying to improve the Advanced Placement (AP) program.
By cleaning up the old welding room, teachers were able to offer students a comfortable
space to learn and study:
We were building our AP program. We were looking for a place that we could
assemble a large number of kids. He [Principal Clark] gave 100 percent support
for changing a welding room into academic area. This year when we opened up
the school, we had this wonderful facility where the kids could come for PSAT
prep, ACT prep, SAT prep, and the room is open from seven o'clock in the
morning to five in the afternoon. I have kids back there during lunch, but not
during the class. I have AP History, and right now I have kids that are in there
watching a movie. They're watching it on their lunchtime. Today there are a 120
kids out of 130 that are back there watching it. It is a movie on Hitler. Mr. Clark
is a very flexible leader. (T45-4)
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Principal Clark believed that teachers exerted pressure on one another to improve
the school. "... I think our teachers hold each other accountable for being effective within
their departments. We are pretty tough on each other" (P4-50).
Teacher Leader Durham noted that teachers accepted responsibility for more than
their own students, "... it is not an individual thing. That has never been the situation. We
always talk about the scores [student assessment scores] as a whole." Concurring with
Durham, Lewis pointed to how the school collectively handled portfolio feedback to
students:
Scoring portfolios, like before the final day, we have teachers to do that... and it
is not just English teachers.. .teachers from all different departments... have a
review day and give feedback back to the students and let them know what they
can do to improve. And after that... we have a portfolio preview. (T44-56)
She explained that not every teacher was involved in the process. Each year the
composition of the team changed. At least one teacher from every content area served on
the review team to provide students with feedback on their portfolios (T44-57, 58, 59).
Lewis continued:
The teachers get those portfolios, and they go off campus. I think it is at a church,
and they read all of them [portfolios] that one day. They make suggestions. They
might say, "If you turned your portfolio in today, you might get a novice or an
apprentice," and make suggestions on ways to improve. "You might want to look
at this piece," or "You might want to do this." I don't know how detailed the
descriptions are that go on there, because I have never done it. I am a non-English
person, but they have that preview day. And then the kids can say, "Okay, right
now I have a novice." And English teachers can encourage them to do better. We
have a school policy that kids do not graduate if they do not get above novice on
the portfolio, and they know they have to work to get it up above a novice. (T4460)
Durham accepted responsibility for all students, "... my concern is for the school
overall" (T43-36). Durham added that assessment results were discussed relative to the
whole school (T43-37). "I've never felt like it was an individual thing" (T43-39). "I just

242

can't be worried about what my department is doing. It is a school-wide effort" (T43-42).
Teacher leaders generally believed that their responsibilities included modeling a positive
attitude (Lashlee, T42-4), preserving the general climate (Graham, T40-10), serving as
the eyes and ears of their principal (Graham, T40-15), and making decisions that had a
positive impact on the school (Graham, T40-13). Principal Clark laid the foundation and
set the standards that encouraged staff to hold themselves accountable for student
achievement. By embracing a students first focus, teachers had little choice but to accept
the responsibility for student outcomes. If they truly believed that all students were
important and that it was their responsibility to reach out to students, to help students
learn, and to care about students, then they had no alternative but to accept the
responsibility for student learning and growth.
Because staff held themselves responsible for student outcomes, many stayed
after school to tutor students without seeking additional compensation. Many gave up
lunch to work with or supervise students. Student groups, such as the Renaissance Team,
were established to empower students. Students' accomplishments were acknowledged
and celebrated. Teachers spent many hours preparing a room to provide students with a
place to extend their learning. Teachers believed they had to work hard to maintain the
high standards of excellence reflected in the school's reputation. The theories in practice
that Clark and the staff embraced and acted upon continued to move students to higher
levels of academic excellence. The staff employed innovative methods to help students
learn. Teachers and Clark used innovative ideas, such as paying high performing students
to help their peers, which perpetrated the "Blues help blues" tradition.
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Because this school year marked the 100th anniversary of Syd Lee High School,
on the first day of school for teachers and on the first day of school for students, Principal
Clark provided each group with an overview of the history of Syd Lee High School. As
one of the oldest schools, the school's long history had time to develop into a tradition of
mythical proportions.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
This chapter is organized into three sections: (a) Summary and Discussion of
Findings, (b) Generalizations of the Findings to Literature, and (c) Implications. The
summary and discussion of findings section includes an intra-case discussion of each case
study and a cross-case analysis of findings across all four case studies. The second
section, generalizations of findings, explores how findings from this study link to
previous literature. In the final section, implications, the researcher discusses
ramifications for policymakers, practitioners, and researchers and provides suggestions
for future research.
Summary and Discussion of Findings
This section is organized into two subsections: (a) intra-case summary and
discussion and (b) cross-case analysis. The intra-case study summary and discussion
subsection is divided by the four case study schools: (a) Mt. Pleasant Middle School, (b)
Columbus Elementary School, (c) Charles Jefferson Elementary School, and (d) Syd Lee
High School. Case study findings from each school are depicted using the conceptual
model from Chapter One (see Figure 2), in which the researcher integrates the findings
from the first research question with the second research question. In the second
subsection, cross-case analysis, the researcher analyzes the findings across all four case
studies.
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Intra-Case Summary and Discussion
In this subsection, the researcher discusses the extent to which principal theories
in practice (research question 1) influenced the co-development of principal and teacher
leader theories in practice (research questions 2) at each school. When possible, the
researcher matched each principal theory in practice to a co-developed theory in practice.
Mt. Pleasant Middle School
As illustrated in the conceptual model in Figure 3, Principal Bain espoused four
personal theories in practice related to teacher empowerment. Three of his theories in
practice manifested strongly in his modeled behaviors: (a) laser-like focus on students
and research, (b) collective decision makers, and (c) personal responsibility for school
outcomes. Bain's behaviors, to a lesser and diminishing degree, supported his fourth
espoused theory in practice: (d) principal as decision maker.

Figure 3. Within and across case analysis: Mt. Pleasant Middle School
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Principal Bain's first theory in practice, a laser-like focus on students and on
using research to benefit students, involved an unwavering focus on the needs of students
and on using research to identify how best to address student needs. His focus on students
left teachers with little wiggle room when they made collective decisions. He modeled in
his actions and decisions how much he cared for students. His focus on what was best for
students placed a gentle pressure on all teachers, especially on the naysayers, making it
difficult for them to focus on anyone but students. They, too, had to put students first,
which strengthened their collective student-centered priority and parlayed into a similar
co-developed theory in practice.
The second and third principal theories in practice, collective decision makers and
the principal as decision maker, appeared to clash with one another. This was resolved,
however, by examining the robustness of each. Collective decision makers emerged as
the stronger of Bain's theories in practice related to who made decisions at Mt. Pleasant
Middle School. This may have occurred because Principal Bain used his positional power
and made many unilateral decisions early in his tenure. Upon reflection, he recognized
that these hierarchical decisions had failed to secure teacher ownership. The lack of
teacher support for Bain's early decisions exerted pressure for change on Bain's own
behaviors, nudging the principal as decision maker theory in practice to diminish over
time. The contradiction between the two conflicting theories in practice related to
decision making, therefore, was resolved. Collective decision making arose as Principal
Bain's strongest decision making theory in practice related to empowerment. Teacher
leaders and Bain mimicked this theory in their co-developed theory in practice of
collective decision making. As a result of Bain's behaviors, teacher leaders viewed

247

themselves as important players, feeling empowered to make decisions and debate the
merits of each other's ideas and suggestions.
Participation in decision making was mandatory for all teachers, which most
likely contributed to the development of a natural form of responsibility for everyone,
since committees, teams, and others would be the same groups called upon to refine or
change their decisions when a need arose. Teachers embraced collective responsibility to
make decisions and viewed it as the way business was conducted. Principal Bain shared
power and encouraged accountability.
In his third theory in practice, collective responsibility, Principal Bain used
reflective practices to engage teachers in discussions about how to improve school
outcomes. He did not leave teacher reflection to happenstance; rather, he strategically
orchestrated it as he attended team and committee meetings and engaged in discourse
with teachers using an agenda that always included two questions: (a) What is working?
and (b) What is not working? He modeled reflection when he pondered the ramifications
of his own decisions and considered ways to approach such situations or decisions in the
future. Purposeful reflection was encouraged and modeled by Bain as he attended
monthly team meetings. Using questions to prompt reflection about what was going well
and what needed refinement, teachers and Bain evolved into a collective and reflective
think tank. The explicitness of their reflective practices led to teachers and Bain having a
sense of control over their decisions.
When viewed through the conceptual blueprint that hypothesized if the flow of
influence was interactive and collective and if the principal and teacher leaders merged
theories in practice, then the exchange of empowerment for accountability would be

248

operationalized. Bain and teacher leaders epitomized this theory. To a great extent, a
seamless link existed among Bain's three theories in practice related to empowerment
and his and teacher leaders' co-developed theories in practice regarding the policy
exchange between empowerment and accountability.
Columbus Elementary School
As is shown in Figure 4, Principal Frances embraced two theories in practice
related to empowerment: (a) collective decision making and (b) responsibility for schoolwide outcomes. Frances and teacher leaders also co-developed theories in practice
regarding collective decision making and responsibility.

Figure 4. Within and across case analysis: Columbus Elementary School
Principal Frances and teacher leaders institutionalized collective decision making
at Columbus Elementary School. Principal Frances's personal theory in practice
regarding collective decision making was emulated in his and teacher leader co-
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developed theory in practice. Teachers made most decisions collectively in their grade
level team, faculty, or committee meetings, flattening the decision-making hierarchy.
Although teacher leaders and Principal Frances co-developed a theory in practice
related to collective decision making, the motivation for its development arose as an
important question. Frances cited trust as the reason that he empowered teachers. He
viewed teachers as capable and qualified professionals and expressed his faith in their
abilities to make student-centered decisions. According to Principal Frances, he gave
away much of his positional power because he believed that teachers were professionals
and in a better position to make decisions than he. There was no question whether
Frances shared power with teachers. Collective decision making was operationalized.
Several teacher leaders, on the other hand, articulated a belief that Principal
Frances cared about them, which they postulated was both a strength and a weakness.
They perceived that Frances had a people-oriented personality, which caused him to
allow teachers great latitude in decision making. At least one teacher leader perceived
that as a lack of involvement or as his distancing himself from the real work. Others
perceived that caring about teachers impeded his decision-making abilities. One teacher
leader, for example, believed that Frances needed to make some tough decisions by
himself, rather than asking teachers to make so many. Another teacher leader cited times
when Frances failed to say "no" to teachers who asked to be excused from meetings
because of conflicts. Repercussions to those types of decisions were evident in teacher
leader comments. More than one believed he needed to say "no" more often unless there
were extenuating circumstances. Questions arose such as, "If she was excused from this
meeting, then why do the rest of us have to go? We have family conflicts, too." These
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questions created a barrier for operationalizing the exchange of empowerment for
accountability.
Principal Frances's second theory in practice, responsibility for school-wide
outcomes, was only partially mirrored in his and teacher leaders' co-developed theory in
practice regarding responsibility, which again was most likely influenced by the
questions posed by teacher leaders regarding his motivation for empowering them.
Although Frances held himself accountable for the outcomes of all students, teacher
leaders generally focused on the outcomes of their own students or students at their grade
levels. With collective decision making highly developed as a theory in practice, it
appeared unusual that a theory in practice regarding accepting responsibility collectively
for school-wide outcomes had not been co-developed, yet teacher leaders consistently
reported that individual accountability was a more robust and well-defined theory in
practice than collective responsibility. Their co-developed theory of responsibility was
limited to holding themselves responsible for the outcomes from a subset of the student
population, rather than for the outcomes of all students.
Teachers had a voice at Columbus Elementary School, and their decisions had the
potential to directly impact student outcomes. Lack of direction from Principal Frances,
however, loomed as a barrier to the development of collective accountability. Frances
himself recognized that he may have been too trusting and may have given away too
much power without enough direction. He provided a large degree of freedom for
teachers to engage in collective decision making, which was perceived by some as free
reign. This perception caused some teacher leaders to articulate a need for more direction
and focus from Frances.
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When viewed through the conceptual blueprint that hypothesized if the flow of
influence was interactive and collective, and if Principal Frances and teacher leaders
merged theories in practice, then the exchange of empowerment for accountability would
be operationalized, it was evident that the development of collective responsibility was
obstructed by a lack of clarity in Principal Frances's motivation regarding collective
decision making. This glitch stifled progress toward institutionalizing the exchange of
empowerment for accountability hypothesized by this researcher.
The conceptual model in Figure 4 demonstrates that the theories in practice of
Principal Frances and those co-developed by him and teacher leaders were not
completely congruent. While Principal Frances held himself accountable for his decisions
and accepted responsibility for school-wide outcomes, teachers generally did not
reciprocate that same level of responsibility. Rather, they accepted the responsibility for
students in their classes and at their grade level. There were indications, however, that a
more "collective" sense of responsibility was emerging. Making decisions, for example,
was in and of itself a form of collective responsibility, and making decisions in the
absence of Frances was also a form of collective responsibility, illustrating its presence to
some degree.
Charles Jefferson Elementary School
The conceptual model in Figure 5 illustrates that the three theories in practice of
Principal Michaels and teacher leaders were mirrored in the co-developed theories in
practice of Michaels and teacher leaders: (a) relationships, (b) empowerment, and (c)
collective responsibility.
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Figure 5. Within and across case analysis: Charles Jefferson Elementary
Principal Michaels possessed a theory in practice related to building positive
relationships with students and staff. Teacher leaders and Michaels echoed that same
focus on building positive relationships in their co-developed theory in practice. Principal
Michaels modeled his commitment to building relationships with students and teachers.
During morning meetings, Michaels acknowledged and celebrated students' birthdays
and successes. As part of his morning pep talks, he encouraged students to work hard. He
shared the emerging patterns and concerns identified from student assessment results in a
non-threatening way. During one meeting, for example, Principal Michaels explained to
students how he would be working with a small group to help them master a mathematics
skill. Michaels exemplified a principal who not only professed to care about students, but
his every action demonstrated it. Teachers, likewise, mirrored Michaels's actions in their
own behaviors and in the decisions they made for students.
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Togetherness was evident in the relationships that existed between and among all
staff, including Principal Michaels. Relationships were grounded in transparency, which
prevailed, at least in part, due to Michaels's openness, honesty, and beliefs about students
and staff. Teacher leaders submitted their planning notebooks to Michaels. He provided
feedback, displayed those notebooks on shelves in an office hallway, and encouraged
teachers to read each other's meeting notes to foster an environment of honesty and
transparency. His openness perpetuated the need for making decisions based on what was
best for students and for maintaining professionalism in behaviors and decisions.
Empowerment arose as a theory in practice of Principal Michaels. It was mirrored
in his and teacher leader co-developed theory in practice of empowerment. It emerged in
a number of school practices, such as when teachers provided input into decisions made
by Michaels and when they participated in grade level and committee decision making.
Empowerment was evident when teachers approached Michaels to correct problems in
the master schedule. Empowerment also emerged through interactive discourse between
teacher leaders and Principal Michaels. Conversation flowed freely in both formal and
informal situations. Because of this ongoing and natural dialogue, teacher leaders
perceived themselves as empowered. They knew that they influenced Michaels's
decisions, as well as made decisions on their own in grade level and committee meetings.
This two-way flow of influence resulted in teachers viewing their role in decision making
as essential and emerged as their co-developed theory in practice called empowerment.
In his final theory in practice, responsibility, Principal Michaels modeled
reflection when admitting he had made mistakes. One teacher leader recalled how
Michaels laughed at and corrected a miscommunication. He modeled for teachers
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behaviors that exemplified how he expected teachers to handle their own errors and
accept the missteps of students. Acceptance of mistakes strengthened the relationships at
Charles Jefferson Elementary School and demonstrated that, not only were mistakes
normal, but they should be harnessed to teach students that failure was part of learning.
Teacher leaders and Michaels emulated these behaviors in their co-developed theory in
practice related to accepting responsibility.
At Charles Jefferson Elementary School, it was difficult to discern the difference
between empowerment and accountability, since one intertwined with the other. Principal
Michaels and teachers all held themselves accountable for the decisions they made. Their
student-centered focus naturally pushed teachers to reach out to one another, such as
when Teacher Leader Rhodes partnered with a teacher in an accountability grade to help
prepare students for the state assessment. Teachers realigning their curriculum, and
teachers in non-accountability grades targeting content standards not mastered by
students, illustrated that teachers seamlessly crossed the boundaries of their own
classrooms and grade levels in their efforts to advance student achievement.
Principal Michaels fostered collective accountability when he shuffled teachers to
other grade levels, planned celebrations for the achievement of all students that involved
all teachers, rewarded teachers, and facilitated all teachers in examining assessment data.
Collective accountability was cultivated in many ways; however, it was institutionalized
and evident in partnerships and collaboration among and between teachers and Michaels.
Principal Michaels strategically and unilaterally moved teachers early in his tenure to
provide several teachers with the experience of teaching at different grade levels,
especially at accountability grade levels. By including all teachers in celebrations of
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student success regardless of the grade levels they taught, Michaels intentionally, yet
carefully, invited teachers to accept responsibility for student learning school-wide. Staff,
therefore, developed collectivity and accepted responsibility for positive and negative
results.
Principal Michaels used analogies to explain interactions, teamwork, and
leadership. He explained the evolution of collectivity and empowerment during his
tenure. When he first became the principal, teachers worked more independently. After
several years of collaboration among teachers, the fragmentation slowly began to come
together into a triangle shape with him at one point. The triangle had gradually evolved
into a circle. The circle supported collectivity of staff regardless of position or grade level
and equalized responsibility across the school.
Principal Michaels laid the groundwork for clearly defining all three of their codeveloped theories in practice. His unwavering expectation of building relationships with
students arose as the linchpin that grounded all other theories in practice. By modeling
positive relationships, insisting that everyone was needed to advance student
achievement, and expecting great things from students and teachers, Michaels cultivated
a sense of shared responsibility for the emotional, social, and academic well-being of
each student and fostered a climate of trust among staff that permeated throughout the
school. His actions established the expectation that all decisions would benefit students.
When Michaels demonstrated that he cared about teachers and treated them with respect,
he modeled the type of behaviors for teachers that he expected between teachers and
students. Had Michaels not focused on students as his top priority and built a school
climate that provided a sense of belonging for students and adults, empowerment and a
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sense of collective accountability might not have developed. Putting students first
encouraged collectivity and empowerment to flourish, because there was never any
confusion about why or for whom decisions were made. A priority on student
relationships parlayed into collective responsibility for student outcomes and served as an
exemplar of a co-developed clearly defined theory in practice operationalized.
When viewed through the conceptual blueprint that hypothesized if the flow of
influence was interactive and collective, and if Principal Michaels and teacher leaders
fused theories in practice, then the exchange of empowerment for accountability would
be operationalized. It was apparent that the Charles Jefferson Middle School principal
and teacher leaders brought the policy exchange between empowerment and
accountability to life.
Syd Lee High School
The conceptual model in Figure 6 depicts Principal Clark's two theories in
practice: (a) building relationships and (b) capitalizing on the reputation of the school. It
also illustrates the four co-developed theories in practice of teacher leaders and Principal
Clark (formal and informal decision making, student-centered school, capitalize on
school's reputation, and collective responsibility). Similarities and differences between
Principal Clark's personal theories in practice and the four co-developed theories in
practice of Clark and teacher leaders emerged. There appeared to be significant
differences between Principal Clark's theories in practice and the co-developed theories
in practice. However, on closer inspection, it was apparent that Clark's beliefs and
behaviors provided the springboard for the formation of the co-developed theories in
practice.
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Figure 6. Within and across case analysis: Syd Lee High
Principal Clark's first theory in practice, relationships, emerged as his strongest.
He maintained a steadfast focus on students and on what was best for them. Clark
modeled relationship building through his positive interactions with students. He also
insisted that teachers build academic and non-academic relationships with students and
orchestrated strategies that encouraged teachers to cultivate those relationships. For
example, he assigned each teacher a group of students and asked that the teacher stay in
touch with these students during the school year.
Teachers had no choice but to comply with Principal Clark's request to develop
relationships with students. Clark's theory in practice regarding relationships obligated
teachers to interact with students. Teachers forged relationships with students at least in
part as a result of Principal Clark strategically orchestrating teacher and student
interactions.
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Principal Clark's relationship-building theory in practice encompassed teachers
also. He modeled that he cared about teachers. He established a committee whose sole
purpose was to meet the needs of a teacher who was ill. He allowed a teacher to seek
medical treatments by providing a flexible schedule. Clark also arranged to anonymously
pay for a teacher's child to go to Washington D C on a field trip, because he knew the
teacher was having a difficult time financially. Clark's attitude toward teachers created a
model of positive relationship building, which teachers emulated.
Strong positive relationships also set the stage for Principal Clark to
operationalize his second theory in practice of capitalizing on the reputation of the
school. Because he had built positive relationships with everyone, he was able to use
those as the foundation to create a safe and trusting environment. He subsequently used
what was available to him (school's reputation) as a way to motivate students and
teachers and to accelerate a momentum toward excellence. Syd Lee High School was
known across the state as a place of academic and athletic excellence. Clark recognized
that much of that reputation was hype. Rather than setting the record straight, Clark
exploited the school's excellent reputation to motivate students. He also used it to raise
the academic bar for teachers. He played on the school's reputation and encouraged
students not to let another school beat them - at anything!
Principal Clark's theory in practice of capitalizing on the school's reputation of
excellence not only influenced the development of a similar co-developed theory
regarding the school's reputation, but it also provided security and created a sense of
belonging for students and staff. Teacher leaders and Clark co-developed a very
comparable theory in practice even more deeply ingrained in the school's reputation of
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excellence, as evidenced by the lack of acknowledgement by any of the teacher leaders
that any part of the reputation of excellence was propaganda. During interviews, teacher
leaders referenced the school's excellent reputation and the strong school spirit; however,
not one echoed an admission that the reputation was more sentimental than realistic.
Teacher leaders and Principal Clark co-developed two theories in practice that
were not articulated by Principal Clark as theories in practice: (a) informal and formal
decision making and (b) collective responsibility. Informal decision making was the most
common decision making strategy used at Syd Lee High School; however, teachers also
participated in some formal decision making through their department and committee
meetings.
The most common form of decision making emerged when teachers approached
Principal Clark informally with their ideas or suggestions. Clark and teachers discussed
an idea, weigh its potential against what was best for students, and collaboratively made a
decision. Empty decisions, those devoid of value for students, were unacceptable to
Principal Clark. His theory in practice regarding relationships provided a safety net for
teachers searching for ways to improve student achievement and bringing him those ideas
and suggestions. The informal method of decision making was solidified and grounded
more deeply each time teachers and Clark made decisions together.
Teachers collaborated to improve student achievement and remove barriers
impeding success, which manifested in staff making decisions. It also affected their
acceptance of responsibility for school-wide academic achievement. Principal Clark's use
of Syd Lee High School's reputation to improve the school most likely compelled teacher
leaders to make thoughtful decisions about how to assist students reach higher academic
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levels. Teachers knew that the community had high expectations, because Principal Clark
frequently reiterated those standards of excellence. Teachers accepted responsibility and
made the best decisions possible to meet those high expectations associated with the
school's reputation. One teacher, for example, accepted the responsibility for student
assessment results that were unrelated to his content area, and he coordinated a plan for
students to receive additional instruction in all content areas that were included on
nationally-normed tests, such as college entrance examinations. This teacher echoed the
sentiment of other teachers when he accepted responsibility for the outcomes of all
students.
Through shared celebrations of student successes and school awards, Principal
Clark feverishly guarded his focus on building relationships with students to improve
their academic achievement while nurturing pride in the school. Clark asked teachers to
accept responsibility for all students, and they did. He strategically orchestrated that
belief, which transferred to teacher behaviors. Although Clark did not have wellestablished theories in practice regarding decision making and responsibility, he modeled
for teachers what he failed to clearly articulate.
Principal Clark capitalized on a preexisting mental model of a high school
academically and athletically superior to other schools. He shared his vision of a school
where relationships among and between students and staff provided security for students
as they continued to excel academically and athletically. He challenged staff to join him
in his regard for students. Staff accepted and moved students to higher levels of
achievement. At Syd Lee High School, the school's reputation was fused with reality,
creating a self-fulfilling prophecy and operationalizing Clark's vision.
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When viewed through the conceptual blueprint hypothesizing that, if the flow of
influence was interactive and collective and if Principal Clark and teacher leaders fused
theories in practice, then the exchange of empowerment for accountability would be
operationalized. It was apparent that Principal Clark and teacher leaders had collectively
clarified and co-developed theories in practice regarding decision making and
responsibility that operationalized the exchange of empowerment for accountability, even
when Clark failed to articulate his own theories in practice related to those behaviors.
Clark's beliefs and behaviors regarding building relationships with students
propelled teachers to constantly scout for ways to improve student achievement and
anchored all other theories in practice at Syd Lee High School. Although Principal Clark
did not have a personal theory in practice regarding decision making and responsibility,
he and teachers had co-developed both. Teachers approached Clark with ideas and
suggestions to improve student achievement. The modus operandi was that, when a
teacher or teachers had ideas or suggestions, they approached Clark and discussed those.
Teachers made decisions in their departments and on committees and accepted
responsibility for school-wide outcomes.
Cross-Case

Analysis

In the cross-case analysis subsection, the researcher examined the findings across
the four case studies. The researcher responded to the two research questions from this
study. More commonalities than differences surfaced across all four case studies in the
theories in practices of principals and those co-developed by teacher leaders and
principals. Some differences, however, emerged that highlighted the uniqueness of each
school.
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Research Question 1
In response to research question 1, to what extent were principal espoused
theories in practice congruent with modeled behaviors related to empowerment, Table 10
illustrates the theories in practice of principals across all schools. There were no theories
in practice that were common to all principals. There were, however, theories in practice
that were shared by three principals.
Table 10
Principal Theories in Practice
Schools

Relationships

Mt.
Pleasant
(Bain)

Focus

Decision MakingEmpowerment

Responsibility

Laser-like
focus on
students and
research

Principal as
decision maker
and
Collective decision
makers

Personal responsibility
for school outcomes

Collective decision
making

Responsible for schoolwide outcomes

Empowerment

Collective
responsibility for
school-wide outcomes

Columbus
(Frances)
Charles
Jefferson
(Michaels)

Building
relationships
between
students and
adults and
among adults

Syd Lee
High
(Clark)

Relationships
prove school
outcomes

Capitalizing on
the school's
reputation of
excellence

Decision making emerged as a theory in practice for three principals: (a) Bain, (b)
Frances, and (c) Michaels. Principal Clark did not have a personal theory in practice
regarding decision making.
At Charles Jefferson Elementary School, Principal Michaels's decision making
theory in practice arose as empowerment rather than as collective decision making,
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because he and teachers made more decisions through interactive venues, such as the use
of planning notebooks rather than through team meetings or committee meetings. They
engaged in dialogue through their interactive planning notebooks and when Principal
Michaels attended meetings to seek input. This differed from Principals Bain and
Frances, whose theories in practice regarding decision making were very similar, in that
committees and teams made decisions without as much interaction between the principal
and teachers. Finally, at Syd Lee High School, Principal Clark had no well-defined theory
in practice regarding decision making.
At Columbus Elementary School, Principal Frances's theory in practice that
related to decision making provided the most autonomy to teacher leaders; however,
teachers questioned Frances's motives for giving away so much power. These
hypothesized motives may well have impeded the maturation of other theories in
practice.
Two theories in practice shared common attributes: (a) focus on students and (b)
relationships with students. Focusing on students surfaced as a theory in practice
common to at least three principals (Bain, Michaels, and Clark). Two principals had
stronger relationship theories, while one had a stronger focuses on student achievement,
yet both theories in practice intersected through a shared vision for student success. At
Mt. Pleasant Middle School, for example, Principal Bain's focus on students was sharp
and laser-like. It was well-grounded in what was best for students, but he failed to
articulate a relationship theory. Rather, he couched his student-centered focus in a theory
in practice regarding student outcomes, even though his behavior clearly indicated he
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valued positive relationships with students, and he articulated the importance of caring
about students beyond test scores.
Principal Clark at Syd Lee High School and Principal Michaels at Charles
Jefferson Elementary School shared a theory in practice regarding building strong
relationships with students. Both principals demonstrated that student relationships were
their most important priority. At both schools, these relationships laid the foundation for
all other theories - personal and co-developed. Finally, Principal Frances's at Columbus
Elementary School demonstrated that he cared about students and had positive
relationships with them, but he lacked a clearly defined theory in practice regarding
relationships. He failed to articulate a focus on students, even though his behaviors
indicated that he interacted positive with students.
The third principal theory in practice was accepting responsibility for student
outcomes. Three principals (Bain, Frances, and Michaels) possessed a clearly defined
theory in practice grounded in accepting responsibility for school outcomes. Each of
these principals participated in self reflection, conducted data analysis, attended team
meetings, or monitored decision making of the collective staff. Only Principal Clark at
Syd Lee High School lacked a clearly defined theory in practice regarding accepting
responsibility. As principal of the only high school in this study, Principal Clark
experienced a set of problems that differed from those experienced by the other three
principals who presided over elementary or middle schools. Due to the complexity in
Principal Clark's high school master schedule, the large number of teachers and staff
members, and the athletic and co-curricular events sponsored after and before school,
Principal Clark's choice of focusing on motivation and relationships was evident in his
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two theories in practice (relationships and capitalizing on the school reputation of
excellence). If fact, Principal Clark emerged with the most novel theory in practice of all
four principals by using school pride and tradition to motivate students and to compel
teachers to set and meet high expectations for students.
Differences, such as Principal Clark capitalizing on the school's reputation of
excellence and Principal Bain's use of research in his laser-like focus, provided each
principal with his unique modus operandi. Differences, however, were less common than
similarities. To a great extent, all principals shared common theories in practice. Some
theories, such as building relationships with students and a laser like focus on students,
were at times difficult to differentiate between. Each theory was categorized based on the
strength of data; however, the lines between the two theories in practice were
occasionally blurred.
Research Question 2
Table 11 illustrates the similarities and differences among principal and teacher
leader co-developed theories in practice related to the trade-off between empowerment
and accountability. Theories in practice co-developed by the principal and teacher leaders
shared more similarities across schools than did the principal theories in practice. In
response to research question 2, to what extent did principal and teacher leaders codevelop clearly defined theories in practice related to the exchange of empowerment for
accountability, all four schools had co-developed theories in practice regarding decision
making and responsibility. Within each of those theories in practice, however, differences
surfaced among schools.
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Table 11
Theories in Practice of Teacher Leaders
Schools

Relationships

Mt.
Pleasant
Columbus
Charles
Jefferson

Syd Lee
High

Focus
Focus on
students

Relationships
between
students and
adults and
among adults
Creating a
studentcentered
school
Capitalizing
on reputation
of excellence

Decision MakingEmpowerment
Collective decision
maker
Collective decision
making
Empowerment

Responsibility

Formal and
informal decision
making

Collective responsibility

Collective responsibility
Individual responsibility
Collective responsibility
for school-wide outcomes

Teacher leaders and the principals at all four schools co-developed theories in
practice regarding decision making. At Columbus Elementary School, more collective
decision making occurred than at any other school. Teachers made decisions in
committees and in teams, as well as in faculty meetings. Teachers had more autonomy in
decision making at Columbus Elementary than at any other school. Principal Frances,
however, did not provide a similar level of oversight and monitoring to the collective
decision-making process as did Principal Michaels at Charles Jefferson Elementary and
Principal Bain at Mt. Pleasant Middle School. One difference between decision making at
Columbus Elementary School and the other three schools was the lack of involvement by
Principal Frances. The large array of different groups who made decisions and the
number of decisions coming from each entity may have impeded Frances's involvement
in making decision, reflecting with teachers, and monitoring.
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At Charles Jefferson Elementary School and at Mt. Pleasant Middle School,
decision making was collective; but Principals Michaels and Bain had active and strategic
roles, such as monitoring, assisting, facilitating meetings, posing provocative questions,
and providing feedback. At Syd Lee High School, Principal Clark was involved in most
decision making, even though it lacked the collectivity of the larger group, which may
have been inherent in a high school configuration. In the informal settings where most
decisions were made at Syd Lee High School, Clark asked questions and played an
important role in refining ideas before decisions were made. Decision making at Syd Lee
High School was collective, but it was typically informal and only involved a few
teachers and the principal at one time. Decision makers changed at Syd Lee High School
each time a different teacher or group of teachers approached Principal Clark, making
that group the primary decision makers for that particular idea.
Although some monitoring occurred at Columbus Elementary School, it was not
as strategically utilized as it was at Mt. Pleasant Middle School and Charles Jefferson
Elementary School. Both Bain and Michaels used monitoring and reflection as a tool to
interact with teacher leaders about their decisions and the consequences from those
decisions. Principal Clark at Syd Lee High School engaged teachers in reflection and
questioning during decision making, but did not formally monitor outcomes from
decisions as rigorously as did Mt. Pleasant Middle School and Charles Jefferson
Elementary School principals. Columbus Elementary School differed from the other three
schools in that principal involvement was less apparent in decision making, which most
likely resulted because there were so many different groups of teachers making decisions
that Frances could not possibly attend or participate in all of them.
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The second co-developed theory in practice that surfaced in every school related
to an acceptance of responsibility for student outcomes. Staff at every school claimed to
accept responsibility for student outcomes to some degree. However, collective
responsibility, where most staff members actually believed they were responsible for
student outcomes school-wide, occurred most strongly at Charles Jefferson Elementary
School.
Both Syd Lee High School and Mt. Pleasant Middle School teacher leaders and
principals had co-developed theories regarding collective responsibility, but no school
demonstrated a theory in practice related to accepting responsibility for school-wide
outcomes to the same extent as the teachers at Charles Jefferson Elementary School.
Teachers at Charles Jefferson Elementary School operationalized this theory in practice
routinely by teaching at different grade levels to help students prepare for the state
assessment, celebrating the successes of all students together, reflecting on their own
decisions and actions through planning notebooks, and soliciting feedback on their
thoughts from Principal Michaels.
At Syd Lee High School, teacher leaders and Principal Clark co-developed a
theory in practice regarding accepting responsibility, which manifested in the
relationships between teachers and students. Teachers developing strong relationships
with students may have encouraged the development of a sense of responsibility for
students outside their own classrooms. In addition, teachers celebrating the success of all
students may have contributed to their strong sense of responsibility for school-wide
outcomes. Celebrating student successes together encouraged staff to view themselves as
a unit of one.
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At three schools, teacher leaders and the principals co-developed theories in
practice regarding a focus on students or relationships with students. The principal and
teacher leaders at Mt. Pleasant Middle School and at Syd Lee High School each codeveloped a theory in practice regarding a student-centered focus. At Charles Jefferson
Elementary School, building relationships with students was a priority. No studentcentered focus or priority on relationships emerged as a theory in practice at Columbus
Elementary School.
Charles Jefferson Elementary School and Mt. Pleasant Middle School
operationalized the exchange between empowerment and accountability through codeveloped theories in practice. To a lesser extent, Syd Lee High School shared similar
theories in practice, but the sheer size of the school loomed as a barrier for collectivity to
form across the entire faculty. The faculty met together so rarely that decision-making
groups took unique forms. The social studies department, for example, had to meet
informally, because it had an abundance of coaches on staff. The difficulty in scheduling
meetings conducive to everyone's schedule often forced the department chair to poll
teachers for department decisions rather than hold formal meetings. At Columbus
Elementary School, to a large extent, collective decision making was operationalized; yet
without collective responsibility supporting that decision making, the exchange of
empowerment for accountability hypothesized by this researcher did not reach fruition.
Teacher leaders and the principal at Charles Jefferson Elementary co-developed a
theory in practice related to relationships with students. At two schools (Mt. Pleasant
Middle and Syd Lee High), teacher leaders and the principal co-developed a studentcentered theory in practice. In addition, Syd Lee High School teacher leaders mirrored
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Principal Clark's focus on the reputation of the school. At all four schools, teacher
leaders embraced theories in practice for decision making and for responsibility; but, at
Columbus Elementary School, the responsibility differed from the others, in that it
emerged as individual rather than collective.
Generalization of Findings to Literature
In their conceptual model, Keedy and Achilles (1997) contended that theories in
practice would be operationalized by the collective staff asking why, what, and how
questions. Principals Bain, Michaels, and Frances asked why questions when they and
teachers engaged in discourse about why (theorizing about practice) and what
(hypothesizing that the action they had taken had the potential to change practices)
changes or improvements were needed. Answers to these queries often occurred through
data analysis, informal and formal discussions, and two-way communication.
At Mt. Pleasant Middle and Charles Jefferson Elementary, Principals Bain and
Michaels and teacher leaders might have used the complete why, what, and how cycle
developed by Keedy and Achilles (1997). Why questions were often formed following a
review of research, an examination of meeting minutes or notes, an analysis of
assessment data, identification of concerns brought to someone's attention, as well as
from many additional sources. At both schools, teacher leaders and the principal
responded to what questions as a way of hypothesizing how a specific strategy would
meet their needs. Finally, they might have used the how questions to challenge
themselves to reflect, monitor, and begin a new cycle of the why, what and how process.
At Charles Jefferson Elementary and at Mt. Pleasant Middle, all three questions {why,
what, and how) were answered through discourse and explicit monitoring (e.g., planning
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meetings, planning notebooks, classroom walkthroughs, collective discourse, committee
meetings, team meetings, explicit and intentional reflection).
At Syd Lee High School, teacher leaders and Principal Clark used Keedy and
Achilles's (1997) why, what, and how conceptual model to operationalize their codeveloped theories in practice regarding collective responsibility. The complexity of the
high school schedule impeded the seamless use of the conceptual model because it
created a barrier for employing formal and collective decision making. The model,
however, worked well to demonstrate how the theory in practice of collective
responsibility was operationalized; and, to some degree, it illustrated how collective
responsibility compensated for a lack of formal decision making. Teachers
operationalized collective responsibility by asking the how questions, such as questioning
how to improve practices to help students score higher on nationally-normed tests.
At Columbus Elementary School, teacher leaders and Principal Frances codeveloped theories in practice related to collective decision making and individual
responsibility. Although the why and what stages of the conceptual model (Keedy &
Achilles, 1997) may have functioned, the lack of a collective sense of responsibility may
have created a barrier for fully operationalizing the how stage. At both Syd Lee High
School and Columbus Elementary School, however, most stages of the model were used,
implying that each school was a candidate for using the full cycle.
Keedy and Achilles (1997) found a disconnect between structural and normative
thinking, which was only partially apparent at one of the four schools in this study. At
Columbus Elementary School, teacher leaders' theory in practice regarding responsibility
was identified as individual rather than collective, yet their decision-making and
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empowerment theory had moved beyond the establishment of organizational structures,
such as committees and grade level teams, and had manifested as a collaborative group
who made decisions collectively. This changed the structural thinking to normative
thinking regarding empowerment, but not regarding accountability. Columbus
Elementary School teachers were truly empowered, yet they did not consistently accept
responsibility for school-wide outcomes, which would have moved them into the final
stage of asking how their decisions were impacting instructional capacity or student
achievement. To operationalize this stage, monitoring outcomes from decisions and
accepting responsibilities for the consequences for school-wide outcomes would have
occurred.
The theories of practice of teacher leaders at Syd Lee High School were
congruent with the why, what, and how model (Keedy & Achilles, 1997), yet not to the
high levels demonstrated at Charles Jefferson Elementary School and Mt. Pleasant
Middle School. Lack of formal meetings for decision making separated the only high
school in this study from the other schools. Syd Lee High School, however, emulated
most high schools in the United States, according to Siskin (1990), in that the school was
divided into departments by content areas. Because of the after-school activities, even
faculty meetings seemed impossible to schedule.
Informal decision making at Syd Lee High School occurred most frequently
outside of faculty meetings. Departments generally served as the collective decisionmaking bodies within the school. Some committees functioned as decision-making
entities, but not to the extent of departments. Each department operated somewhat in
isolation of the other, which also agrees with Siskin's research findings that most high
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school departments are unaware of what other departments are doing. At Syd Lee High
School, however, Principal Clark had established a leadership team with representatives
from each department who were not department chairs. Breaking the mold of traditional
departments and engaging the leadership team in collective decision making had the
potential to change this school from the traditional high school described by Sisken to a
school that challenged its own assumptions by fully using the Keedy and Achilles's
(1997) conceptual model and asking why, what, and how questions.
This study confirmed Glickman's (1991) notion about the role of the principal
evolving from the instructional leader to the coordinator of teachers as instructional
leaders. At all four schools, teachers were empowered and made instructional decisions.
Principal Frances provided teachers with the power to make decisions, but insufficient
direction from Frances was perceived by teachers as suspicious and affected the evolution
of professional collectivity. More involvement or direction might have propelled their codeveloped theory in practice, individual responsibility, to the how stage, making Frances
the coordinator of teachers as instructional leaders who accepted responsibility for
school-wide outcomes.
At Mt. Pleasant Middle School and Charles Jefferson Elementary School,
principals and teacher leaders effectively engaged in the full cycle of why, what, and how.
Not only was empowerment evident in the why and what questions, but also collective
accountability included monitoring and reflection, completing the cycle with how
questions. Although communication was strong in all schools, it was explicit and
intentional in two schools, Mt. Pleasant Middle School and Charles Jefferson Elementary
School. Short (1994) found that when the principal engaged in conversations with
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teachers, reflection increased. At all schools, the principal engaged the staff in frequent
and interactive conversations. Finally, Keedy and Achilles (1997) noted that simply
implementing structures (e.g., committees, grade level teams, department teams) did not
automatically produce an effective school. Rather, those structures had to evolve into
settings for discourse and decision making. At all schools, this had occurred; and at three
schools, it had translated into collective accountability.
Syd Lee High School differed from the other three schools in that, generally, it
used less formal settings for decision making. Due to the large size of the faculty (N =
82), the extra-curricular activities occurring before and after school, the department
configuration, and other barriers, faculty meetings were difficult to schedule. As the only
secondary school in this study, it became apparent to the researcher that staff had to deal
with unique barriers, such as logistical issues, that impeded the entire faculty from
meeting at one time. This was supported by previous research that found these types of
concerns were typical of high schools (Siskin, 1990). Clark compensated by facilitating
one faculty meeting at three different times to accommodate all teachers. Informal
decision making occurred, perhaps, as a way to circumvent the obstacles that secondary
school and large middle school teachers faced. Clark collaboratively discussed ideas and
made decisions focused on students. He provided teachers the freedom and flexibility to
implement their ideas through decision making in their teams and in their own
classrooms. Perhaps because teachers viewed themselves as able to make decisions, even
if they were made individually or in small groups with the principal, in departments, and
or while serving on committees, they viewed themselves empowered and accountable.
And, indeed they were.

275

Implications
The findings from this study have implications in numerous setting. This section
includes implications for three groups: (a) researchers, (b) policymakers, and (c)
practitioners.
Researchers
To answer the research questions, the researcher employed a qualitative design
methodology. Future studies or other researchers could use a correlation design to
determine statistical relationships. Using a quantitative design would allow the study to
encompass a larger, randomly selected sample. Additionally, further studies could
include a correlation study to determine the relationship between principal and teacher
leader theories in practice.
Researchers duplicating this model, or administering a norm checklist to collect
school-wide data, should consider postponing the development of the norm checklist until
all data have been collected to avoid identifying possible school norms after
administering the survey. In this study, the researcher discovered a few school norms in
the data after teachers had completed the norm checklist. This limited the researcher's use
of all school norms as an additional data source. Researchers could also consider sharing
the findings from the norm checklist with interviewees to solicit their feedback and
insight into the findings.
Policymakers
In each case study, the school had successfully established decision-making
structures outside the control of the school council. Policymakers should consider the
findings of this research when mandating structures, such as school councils. The schools
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in this study experienced success with a variety of decision-making structures unrelated
to the school council. Schools in this study functioned effectively by developing schoolbased structures rather than school council structures. Although these schools were all
high achieving, as measured by state assessment outcomes, it is possible that schoolbased organizational structures would function effectively in similar or lower performing
schools.
Principals in each school freely shared their decision making authority. University
education administration programs that prepare principals could consider this attribute
when developing screening criteria for candidates applying for entrance into principal
preparation programs. In addition, universities could provide training to schools and
districts in collaborative decision-making designs.
Practitioners
Each principal in this study modeled relationship-building skills and empowered
teachers. School districts could provide professional development for principals and
teacher leaders in developing a strategic focus on students, building relationships between
and among students and teachers, and on monitoring outcomes.
School and district screening and hiring committees could use this study to
develop screening and hiring criteria for principal candidates. The selection criteria could
include principal theories in practice centered on relationship building skills, a steadfast
focus on students, shared decision making, reflective practices, and monitoring school
outcomes.
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Appendix A
Principal Interview Questions
For research question one, the principal interview questions were designed to
capture the essence of principal espoused theories in practice. The questions elicited
principal opinions and beliefs regarding who should make what decision and why. To
compare espoused principal theories in practice to model behaviors, teacher leaders were
encouraged to provide examples of principal actions. The examples provided by teacher
leaders and the principal helped the researcher ascertained to what extent congruency
existed.
Research question one: To what extent does congruency exist between principal espoused
theories in practice and principal modeled behaviors related to empowerment?
•

As a principal, you probably make many decisions. Can you give me an example
of the types of decisions you make?

•

•

What types of decisions should be made by:
o

the principal?

o

teacher leaders?

o

the principal and teacher leaders together?

Can you tell me about a time when you and teacher leaders made a decision
related to improving instructional capacity?
o

How were you made aware that a problem existed?

o

Can you walk me through the process used to make that decision?

o

What were the consequences to that decision? Can you tell me how that
turned out?
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o

Tell me about a time when you and teacher leaders collectively made a
decision that had the opposite consequence you intended,

•

o

How was that handled and by whom?

o

Who took responsibility for those consequences?

Give me an example of a decision you have made unilaterally -without teacher
leader involvement.
o

Why was this decision best made by only the principal?

o

How would it have been different if others were involved in making this
decision?

•

Although education reform in Kentucky mandated the establishment of school
councils, everyone has his/her our own beliefs about what constitutes effective
school leadership. As a principal, what are your beliefs about the effectiveness of
school councils?
o

What is leadership?

o

Who are the teacher leaders in this school? Do they hold formal or
informal roles?

o

What does empowerment mean? Can you give me a specific example of
how empowerment has been effective in improving schools?
•

Can you give me a specific example of how empowerment has
been ineffective in improving schools?

•

Can you provide some specific examples of what effective teacher leaders do to
improve schools?
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•

Can you tell me what components of education reform related to teacher
empowerment appeal to you most and why?

•

Can you give me examples of how you and teachers discuss the consequences
from a collectively made decision?
For the second research question, interview questions gathered examples of

clearly defined theories in practice collectively held by the principal and teacher leaders.
The researcher queried how theories in practice were integrated into the decision making
process mandated by the empowerment for accountability exchange. Additionally,
questions explored to what extent the principal and teacher leaders collectively felt a
strong sense of responsibility for their decisions. Both the principal and teacher leader
interview questions solicited examples of situations that demonstrated how the policy
exchange of empowerment for accountability was operationalized. Did the principal and
teacher leaders challenge their own assumptions (e.g., thinking in a new way about the
same problem) and accept responsibility for making decisions and for the consequences
from their decisions?
Research question two: To what extent do these principals and teacher leaders codevelop clear theories in practice grounded in the policy trade-off between empowerment
and accountability?
•

In the past, decisions were made at the state or district level and by school
principals. Ultimately, most decisions were made top down. Can you tell me how
the evolution of decision making has changed in your school over the last several
years?

•

How are teacher leaders identified?
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Can you give me an example of your thought processes when you make a
decision? For example, let us say that you are faced with a ten-point drop in
student mathematic achievement this year. Walk me through the process of
decision making related to that concern.
Can you give me an example when you and teacher leaders changed a belief as a
result of collective decision making?
o

How do you know when you are collectively thinking in new ways about
the same problem?

o

If you collectively made a decision that resulted in undesired
consequences, what would be different about your next decision for the
same problem?

It is always easy to accept responsibility for wonderful consequences from
decisions, but not so easy to accept undesirable results from decisions. Can you
give me an example of a time when a decision resulted in undesired
consequences?
o

Tell me how you and the teachers talked about that,

o

Can you give me an example of how you and teacher leaders accepted
responsibility for the consequences from that decision?

How are you and teacher leaders usually made aware of the consequences from
decisions?
o

Can you give me an example?

Explain how results from collective decisions are discussed and/or handled by
teacher leaders and you.
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o

Can you give me an example of a specific situation that demonstrates how
the consequences from decisions are handled or discussed?
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Appendix B
Teacher Leader Interview Questions
The teacher interview questions related to research question one focused on the
extent to which principal espoused theories in practice were congruent with principal
actions. To that end, teacher leaders were asked to provide examples of principal
modeled behaviors. By comparing the principal's espoused theories in action and the
teacher leaders' and the principals' examples of modeled principal behaviors, the
researcher ascertained to what extent the two were congruent.
Research question one: To what extent does congruency exist between principal
espoused theories in practice and principal modeled behaviors related to empowerment?
•

As you are aware, the Kentucky Education Reform Act (KERA) mandated
that all schools establish a school council to make decisions related to student
achievement. At some schools, very little changed. Decisions were made by
the principal, and the school council simply rubber stamped those decisions.
At other schools, the school council collectively made decisions. Still at other
schools, the school council operated somewhere in the middle of those two
extremes. Could you describe the process used at this school to make
decisions and tell me where you think your school is on that continuum?

•

Who are the teacher leaders in your school?

•

How are teacher leaders identified in this school?

•

Can you give me an example of how the principal depends on these teacher
leaders to improve instructional capacity?
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•

Describe your principal's assumptions about teacher involvement in school
improvement.

•

Tell me about a decision the principal and teacher leaders made that improved
the school.

•

Tell me how you are involved in decision making related to improving student
outcomes.

•

Tell me about a time that teacher leaders and the principal collectively made a
decision to improve student learning, and explain how it turned out.

•

Describe how the principal empowers teacher leaders related to instructional
capacity in your building. (Can you give me a specific example of that?)

•

Tell me about a time that teacher leaders made a decision that did not reap the
intended results.
o

•

How was that handled?

Can you describe a specific situation related to improving student learning
when the principal made a decision without working with teacher leaders?

Interview questions designed for the second research question probed for
examples of clearly defined theories in practice collectively held by the principal and
teacher leaders. The questions asked how the decision making process mandated by the
empowerment for accountability exchange was integrated and to what extent the
principal and teacher leaders collectively felt a strong sense of responsibility for school
improvement.
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Research question two: To what extent do these principals and teacher leaders codevelop clear theories in practice grounded in the policy trade-off between empowerment
and accountability?
•

In the past, decisions were made at the state or district level and by principals.
Both types of decisions were made from the top down. Can you tell me how
decisions are made in your school now? (Can you describe the process for
decision making at your school related to improving instructional capacity and
student learning?)

•

How has the process for decision making changed over the last several years?

•

Describe how teachers work with the principal to improve student outcomes.

•

It is easy to accept responsibility for decisions that resulted in positive results,
but not so easy to accept undesirable results from our decisions. Can you give
me an example of when a decision resulted in undesirable consequences?
o

Tell me how teacher leaders and the principal talked about that,

o

Can you give me an example of how teacher leaders and the principal
accepted responsibility for the consequences from that decision?

•

Explain how results from collective decisions are discussed and/or handled
(e.g., provide examples of how decisions resulted in unintended consequences
and how this was handled or discussed).

•

Can you give me an example of your thought process when you and others
collectively make a decision? For example, let us say that you are faced with
a ten-point drop in student achievement this year. Walk me through the
process of decision making related to that concern.
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•

Can you give me an example of a time when teacher leaders changed their
beliefs as a result of collective decision making?
o

How do you know when you and others are collectively thinking in
new ways about the same problem?

o

If you collectively made a decision that resulted in undesired
consequences, what would be different about your next decision for
the same problem?
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Appendix C
Norm Checklist for Mt. Pleasant Middle School
Teachers Responding (N = 23)
a o/0

Norms

Agreement
91
100

100
100

100
100

87
97

97
87
78

70

97
78
97

1. Principal Fisher is accessible and listens to all teachers.
2. Principal Fisher is focused on student learning and achievement
when making decisions. He bases decisions on how that it will
impact student learning.
3. Principal Fisher asks for input from teachers.
4. Principal Fisher's actions indicate that he is aware that he cannot
improve student learning alone. His actions show that he needs
teachers to accomplish school goals.
5. Principal Fisher often brings research to the table when important
decisions are to be made.
6. During collective decision-making involving the principal and
teachers, Principal Fisher typically shares his thoughts concerning
the decision.
7. Principal Fisher makes some academic decisions by himself without
the input of teachers.
8. When Principal Fisher makes a decision that fails to produce
successful results, he reevaluates the decision and makes changes as
quickly as reasonably possible.
9. Principal Fisher relies on teacher leaders to help him make most
decisions that directly impact instructional capacity.
10. Principal Fisher makes many routine, day-to-day school-wide
decisions himself that do not directly affect instruction.
11. Principal Fisher or others (e.g., teacher leaders, teachers, committee
chairpersons, etc.) make recommendations to the school council for
approval, and the school council, typically, approves
recommendations with few questions or disagreements.
12. For almost every decision that the school council has to make,
Fisher requests approval (through vote or consensus) and explains
why it would be best for the school.
13. Teachers knowledgeable about various issues take the lead and share
their knowledge to help the collective faculty.
14. Those teachers directly affected by the potential consequences from
a decision are typically the ones who make that decision.
15. Teachers frequently review research to help them make decisions.
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87
97

100
97

91

74

100
a

16. Teacher teams routinely make decisions involving only their team.
17. Principal Fisher brings school-wide concerns to the faculty during
Wednesday afternoon faculty meetings and collective decisions are
often made during these meetings.
18. Teachers and Principal Fisher analyze data to identify emerging
concerns.
19. Teachers and the principal collectively accept responsibility for
school outcomes and engage in discussions about how to improve
student achievement.
20. Principal Fisher meets as needed with team leaders who are
responsible for soliciting input from their team members. Team
leaders relay back to Mr. Fisher the concerns and opinions of their
teammates.
21. Teachers can rise from the faculty as teacher leaders dependent upon
on the teacher's level of expertise of a particular issue or problem or
the teacher's experience in a specific area.
22. Some teacher leaders are not the same teacher leaders who serve on
the school council.

Percentage of teachers agreeing with norm.
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Appendix D
Norm Checklist for Columbus Elementary School
Teachers Responding (N = 29)
a o/0
Agreement
100
97

86
97

97
72
83

83
76
96
100

96
76
60
55

76

Norms
1. Principal Frances asks for input from teachers.
2. Principal Frances's actions indicate that he is aware that he cannot
improve student learning alone. His actions show that he needs
teachers to accomplish school goals.
3. Principal Frances makes few academic decisions by himself.
4. When Principal Frances makes a decision that fails to produce
successful results, he reevaluates the decision and takes the
necessary action to rectify it.
5. Principal Frances relies on teacher to make most decisions that
directly impact instructional capacity.
6. Principal Frances makes many routine, day-to-day, school-wide
decisions himself that do not directly affect instruction.
7. Principal Frances or others (e.g., teacher leaders, teachers,
committee chairpersons, etc.) make recommendations to the school
council for approval, and the school council, typically, approves
recommendations with few questions or disagreements.
8. Teachers knowledgeable about various issues take the lead and share
their knowledge to help the collective faculty.
9. Those teachers directly affected by the potential consequences from
a decision are typically the ones who make that decision.
10. Grade level teams routinely make decisions involving only their
team.
11. Principal Frances brings school-wide concerns to the faculty during
Tuesday afternoon faculty meetings where issues are discussed and
some decisions are made collectively.
12. Teachers and Principal Frances analyze data to identify emerging
concerns.
13. Teachers individually accept responsibility for the achievement of
students in their own classrooms.
14. Teachers are beginning to collectively accept responsibility for the
achievement of students at all grade levels.
15. Principal Frances does not serve on most committees, rather he acts
as a safety net to ensure that dates are synchronized, the budget can
support committee decisions, and to ensure that decisions comply
with policies, laws, and regulations.
16. Teachers can rise from the faculty as teacher leaders dependent upon
on the teacher's level of expertise of a particular issue or problem or
the number of years that a teacher has served on the faculty.
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62

100
66
a

17. Some teachers are teacher leaders even though they do not serve on
the school council or do not have a title such as team leader or
committee chair.
18. Teachers accept responsibility for the learning of their own students.
19. Teachers accept responsibility for the quality of teaching and the
level of student learning occurring in other grade levels.

Percentage of teachers agreeing with statement.
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Appendix E
Norm Checklist for Charles Jefferson Elementary School
Teachers Responding (N = 27)
%
Agreement
89
96

89
96

96
85
96

96
89
59

85
81

96
81
96

Norm
1. Principal Michaels is accessible and listens to all teachers.
2. Principal Michaels is focused on student learning and achievement
when making decisions. He bases decisions on how that it will
impact student
learning.
3. Principal Michaels asks for input from teachers.
4. Principal Michaels's actions indicate that he is aware that he cannot
improve student learning alone. His actions show that he is aware
that he needs teachers to accomplish school goals.
5. Principal Michaels's behaviors indicate that he cares about students.
6. Principal Michaels makes some academic decisions by himself
without the input of teachers.
7. When Principal Michaels makes a decision that fails to produce
successful results, he reevaluates the decision and makes changes as
quickly as possible.
8. Principal Michaels demonstrates that he cares about teachers.
9. Principal Michaels makes many routine, day-to-day school-wide
decisions himself that do not directly affect instruction.
10. Principal Michaels makes recommendations to the school council
for approval, and the school council, typically, approves
recommendations with few questions or disagreements.
11. Teacher teams routinely make decisions involving only their team.
12. Principal Michaels brings school-wide concerns to the faculty during
Wednesday afternoon faculty meetings and collective decisions are
often made during these meetings.
13. Teachers and Principal Michaels analyze data to identify emerging
concerns.
14. Teachers in non-assessed grade levels help teachers prepare students
for the CATS assessment.
15. Teachers and the principal collectively accept responsibility for
school outcomes and engage in discussions about how to improve
student achievement
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96
85

96
a

16. Principal Michaels meets as needed with grade level teams, but
communicates most often through planning notebooks.
17. Teachers can rise from the faculty as teacher leaders dependent upon
on the teacher's level of expertise of a particular issue or problem or
the teacher's experience in a specific area.
18. To be a teacher leader, one does not have to serve on the school
council.

Percentage of teachers agreeing with statement.
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Appendix F
Norm Checklist for Syd Lee High School
Teachers Responding (N = 64)
a

Norms

%

Agreement
84
90

57
83

90
87
68

78

80
77
76
64
90

83

1. Principal Clark asks for input from teachers.
2. Principal Clark's actions indicate that he is aware that he cannot
improve student learning alone. His actions show that he needs
teachers to accomplish school goals.
3. Principal Clark makes only a few academic decisions by himself.
4. When Principal Clark makes a decision that fails to produce
successful results, he reevaluates the decision and takes the
necessary action to rectify it.
5. Principal Clark collaborates informally with teachers to make
decisions that directly impacts them [teachers] or their students.
6. Principal Clark makes many routine, day-to-day, school-wide
decisions himself that do not directly affect instruction.
7. Principal Clark or others (e.g., teacher leaders, teachers, committee
chairpersons, etc.) make recommendations to the school council for
approval, and the school council, typically, approves
recommendations with few questions or disagreements.
8. Principal Clark encourages students to live up to the school's
tradition of excellence at the school by saying such things as, "You
don't want other schools to score higher than you?" or "We can't let
them beat us."
9. Teachers knowledgeable about various issues share their knowledge
to help their department teams.
10. Those teachers directly affected by the potential consequences of a
decision are typically the ones who make that decision.
11. Teachers, through their departmental teams, routinely make
decisions involving their students.
12. There are few faculty meetings during the school year.
13. Faculty meetings are not the typical arena used to make decisions.
Rather faculty meetings are used primarily for discussions, to
communicate about school issues, and as a way to provide
professional development.
14. Teachers analyze data to identify emerging concerns.
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83

48
72
84
91
95
80
a

15. Teachers have a sense of competitiveness arising from the school's
reputation of excellence regarding Syd Lee High School that
motivates them to go beyond their assigned duties to identify more
effective ways to teach and to increase student achievement.
16. Principal Clark does not serve on all committees.
17. Principal Clark attends department meetings only when there is a
need.
18. Teacher leaders can emerge from the faculty because of their
expertise in a particular area.
19. Some teachers are teacher leaders even though they do not serve on
the school council or do not have a title such as department chair.
20. Teachers accept responsibility for the learning of their students.
21. Teachers accept responsibility for outcomes of student academic
achievement school-wide.

Percentage of teachers agreeing with statement.
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